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The Nyayamukha 

by 

Giuseppe Tucci. 


Introduction. 

I do not need to insist upon the importance of Dihnaga and 
the place that he occupies in the history of Indian logic. Yet 
unfortunately no work of this master is preserved in the Sanscrit 
original; in fact, as I hope to have shown, in my paper* “Is the 
Nyayapravesa by Dihnaga ?”i), we can hardly believe that the 
Nyayapravesa was written by him. On the other hand, he exer- 
cised such an influence upon the development of Indian logic 
that without a direct knowledge of his thought many problems 
connected with the early aspects of nyaya must remain obscure.. 
So, to quote only an example, many a criticism contained in such 
a work as the Nyayavarttika can only be understood, having 
regard to' the theories of Dihnaga, to which Uddyotakara refers 
more often than it is generally supposed. It is therefore with 
the purpose of contributing to a better knowledge of the logical 
theories of the great acq^ and indirectly of early Indian nyaya, 
that I have translated into English one of the works of Dihnaga, 
vizi the Nyayamukha. This work is certainly anterior to the 
Pramanasamuccaya and the Pramanasamuccayavrtti written by the 
same author, since it is quoted in the latter text. It contains, so to say, 
the Sara itself of what is expounded in the larger work with more 
detail. But the purely epistemological side, which is developed 

1) JRAS, 1927, pag. 7. 
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there and, so far as we know, for the first time in India, occupies 
in the Nyayamukha a small place. This fact represents therefore the 
natural process of his thinking which took place between his 
composition of the two works. In fact the Nyayamukha is chiefly 
concerned with vada and the theory of syllogism, i. e. with formal 
logic^). 

As he had little or nothing to change, he inserted very often 
complete passages of the N. M. in the Pramanasamuccaya and 
the vrtti thereon; the correspondence of many passages is ab- 
solutely literal. 

My translation is based upon the Chinese version made by 
Yuen Chwang; but, wherever I found a correspondence between 
t! e Pramanasamuccaya and the Nyayamukha, I have given, in the 
foot-notes, the Tibetan text of the former, with that of the vrtti®). 

The treatise, small as it is, is one of the most difficult books 
that we ’have in the Chinese canon; the difficulty is even in- 
creased by the fact that we do not know the exact equivalents 
in Chinese of the original technical nyaya terms’’), and by the 
extreme conciseness of the text. 

My translation is literal ; but I have tried my very best to explain 
all the passages, that do not seem to be very easy, and given 
references from the classical nyaya texts, whenever I thought 

But the Nyayamukha is certainly not the first book that he wrote. 
Cfr. lower down, n. 42, 

*) According to the copy (Narthang edition) of the University of Calcutta, 
very kindly put, for some months, at my disposal. The Chinese text that I 
have used is that published in the new editiaufof the canon (Taisho edition, 
vol. 32. pag. 1). There is, as it is known, anothl^ translation by I Tsing (same 
vol. pag 6) which does not differ from the first one. It is only preceded by 
a short discussion on the abhidheya, prayojana and samhandha, a theory that 
is not yet in Dihnaga, but which was elaborated by Dharmakirti and his 
school and then accepted by other sects. I used also an edition containing 
the commentary of Shen T’ai (three chapters only) and published in China 
in 1923 (no indication of place). 

“) A compete list of the Chinese equivalents of the Nyaya terms, as it 
may be gathered from the extant texts, is published in my book: Prediimaga 
Buddhist logic from Chinese sources, to appear shortly in the “Baroda Oriental 
Series”. 
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they could contribute to a better understanding of our treatise. 
We have a commentary upon the Nyayamukha written by Shen 
T’ai, a disciple of Yuen Chwang. But unfortunately it is incom- 
plete. K’uei Chi, the other great Chinese commentator, wrote, 
as it is known, a big commentary upon the Nyayapravek, which 
by the by has been studied by me in another paper. In this 
commentary he refers very often to the Nyayamukha, and there- 
fore I have used his notes, when required. I have spared neither 
time nor work in my attempt to translate such a difficult text, 
because I realize the great importance that this small book of 
Dihnaga has for the study of ancient Indian logic. I shajl feel 
recompensed, if this translation prove useful to scholars who are 
working in the same field of research. — 

My thanks are due, besides to Prof. M. Walleser, to Dr. 
Vasudev Gokhale for kind assistance in reading the proof-sheets 
of the present work. 

Dacca (Eastern Bengal), October 1927. 


Giuseppe Tucci. 
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1) I have compiled this book, because I desire to ascertain 
what is the real nature of the arguments meant to prove [a thesis as 
well] as to refute it. 

I. The proposition and the other terms are called the proof 
(sddhana). Here is called “proposition” only that particular 
argument that we want to prove in accordance with our own 
opinion. It must be such as no argument contradictory [to it] 
can exclude [it]^). 

“The proposition etc.”; this means that through the formu- 
lation of a proposition, a reason and an example, an argument, 
which has not yet been understood by another [man], is made 
evident to him^). That many terms represent the sddhana^ syllo- 
gism, was already asserted byVasubandhu in his Vadavidhi etc.^). 


1) The commentary is regularly introduced by the expression : lun yue 
‘'the sastra says!’; but this is an explanatory addition of the Chinese translators. 
Therefore I have left it out. 

This karika can be restored in the following way: 
pahsadivacananiti sddhanam) tatra hi svayarn 
sadhyatvenepsitak pfskso viruddharthanirdkrtah j 
Cfr. Nyayapravesa 1,4: tatrTi pdksddivacandni sddhanam] paksah . . . svayarn 
sadhyatvenepsitak, ‘This Stanza is also quoted by Uddyotakara, Nyayavarttika, 
pag. 116: sadhyatvenepsitak paksah (1. 7) viruddhdrthanirakrtah (1. 8, cfr. 
Nyayavatara, 14 pratydksddyanirdkrtah), but later on (1.9) pakso yah sddhayitum 
istah and (1. 16) svayarn sadhyatvenepsitak, 

3), This passage corresponds to Nyayapravesa 1, 4: pak^ahetudrstdntava- 
canair hi par air apratito Wthdh pratipadyate; the translation by I Tsing seems 
to be more correct. 

^) The of her treatises referred to by Dihnaga with the word: “etc.’' are, 
according to Shen T’ai, Vddavidhdna^ and Vddahrdaya, See my paper on: 

Buddhist logic before Dinndga” (Oriental Congress of Oxford.) 
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but they are called here: “the sadhana'\ in the singular, in order 
to show that they have, as a whole, the nature of a syllogism. 
Therefore we must acknowledge that when [some terms] are 
defective there is an error of the syllogism^). The word “here” 
(atra) is meant either to introduce the beginning (arambha) 
of the sastra, or has the meaning of restriction (avadharana); 
that is: among these terms, such as: “proposition etc.” There- 
fore [the author] uses the word: “atra, here”. “Only” is used 
in order to distinguish [the proposition from the other members 
of a syllogism]. 

“In accordance with our opinion”®) is used here in order to 
express that the proposition is independent of the sastra, but 
is established in accordance with one’s own opinion. “That we 
want to prove” means that we do not want as a proposition 
[a sentence] having the nature of the proof (sddhana). Were 
not the probandum defined in this way, that is as a proposition 
that “one wants to prove”, then even a fallacious reason or a 
fallacious- example (hetv-dbhasa, drstdnta-dbhasa) could be called 
a proposition’). 

In order to show that it must be devoid of any fallacy, (such 
as those admitted by) other schools, (the author) says: “it must 
be such as no argument contradictory (to it) can exclude (it)”. 

The members of a syllogism can be too many {adhika) or too few {nyuna). 
In this case, according to Vasubandhu, we have seven possibilities, while, 


according to Dinnaga, six 
scheme. 

cases only are possible. 

as shown in the following 

pratij na 

hetu 

drstanta 

1. present 

absent 

absent 

2. absent 

present 

absent 

3. absent 

absent 

present ' 

4, present 

present 

absent 

5. present 

absent 

present 

6. absent 

present 

present 

7. absent 

absent 

absent. 

The 7 th item is not accepted by Dinnaga, 

as it is in fact impossible. 

®) Pramana S. V. a. fol. 44, 1. 3 ran • dan • hdod • 

hgyur • ies • smos*pa*hdiS‘ 


yin • ran • gi • bstan • bcos • la • bltos • nas • k’as ■ blafis • par • bstan • pa • 
yin ■ no • de • yah • ma • bsal • ba’o. (the karika (III, 2 b, c.) has: rah • gi • ho- 
bo • k’o • na • bstan • bdag • hdod • rah • gi • c’os • can • la.) 

’) P. S. V. a, 44 b, 1. 2; rah • gi • no • bo • k’o ■ na • 2es • bya • ba • ni • 
bsgrub - par • bya • bai • ho • bos • yin • gyi - grub • pa • las • sgrub • pal • 
no • bos • ni • ma • yin • no • de • biin • tu ■ rtags • ma • grub • pa • dah • 
dpe • Itar ■ snah • ba ■ dag • kyah • yohs • su ■ sbahs • par - brjod • do • ste • 
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[This can mean] also that it is not excluded by a sentence 
having a contradictory meaning. 

[A proposition is called a fallacious proposition] when one 
of the [five] following cases happens to be®): 

1. [If it is self-contradictory]: e. g. if one says: “all words 
are false”. 

2. If it is contradictory to the proposition that one has 
already assumed as the probandum; e. g. if a Vaisesika says: 
“sound is eternal”. 

3. If it is excluded by a statement generally accepted as true 
iprasiddha), when the proposition is concerned with some notion 
that cannot be the object of inference, because there is no other 
homogeneous thing, which can be referred to as a positive i*istance 
(sapaksaY); e. g. if one says: “sasi (an epitheton of the moon) 
is not the moon, because it exists”^®). 

4. If [the particular attribute] of the subject (dharmin), that 
one wants to prove, is contradicted either by an inference or by 
direct perception, the validity of which is generally admitted. 
E. g., if one says: “sound cannot be heard”, this proposition is 
contradicted by the evidence of direct perception. [If on the 
other hand somebody says] ; “the pot is eternal”, this proposition 
is contradicted by inference. 


Dihnaga knows only five paksa-abhasas instead of 9 as in the N. P. 
Cfr. also the criticism of Uddyotakara, N. V. p. 113. 

®) P. S. V. a.; fol. 44f. 1. 4fll.: gah • sgrub • par • hdod • pai • c’os • kyis* 
k’yad • par ■ du • byas • pai - c’os • can • de • la • bsgrub • par • bya • ba • 

ni • c’os • dan - hgal ■ bai • mnon • sum • dan ■ rjes • su • dpag • pa • dan • 

lufi • dan • grags • pa • rnams • te • c’os • gian ■ gyis • ma • bsal • ba’o • /de • 
Itar • na • bsgrub • par • bya - ba • k’a • na • ma • t’o • ba • med • par • 
bstan • pa • yin ■ no • /de • Ita • ma ■ yin • na • ni • de • Itar • snafi • ba • ste / 
dper • na • sgra • mflan • du ■ run • ho / bum • pa • rtag • go • ts’ad • mas • 
gial • (b — xyl. g2ag) • bar • byai • don • sgrub ■ par • mi • byed • do • 2es • 
pa • Ita • bu • dam • bca‘ ■ ba • tsam • dan • hgal • ba • dan • gah • yah • t’un • moh 
• ma • yin • pai • p’yir • rjes • su • dpag ■ pa • ni • yod • pa • ma • yin • na • de ■(?) 
sgrar • grags • pa • dah • hgal • bai • don • sbyor • ba • ni / ri • bon • can - ni • 

zla • ba • ma ■ yin ■ te / yod • pal • p’yir • ro • ses • bya • ba ■ ita • bu -’o. 

The moon cannot be an object of inference, because there is no other 
object of the same class, to which it may be compared; no affirmative instance 
can, therefore, be adduced; so that it is impossible to formulate a syllogism 
in order to prove its existence. Availing himself of this fact a sophist might 
argue in this way: sasl is not the moon, because it exists (reason), as the sun 
etc. (example). 



8 


Giuseppe Tucci: 


[Now the Naiyayikas] say, that the contradiction of the 
reason and the proposition [represents another fallacy of the 
proposition that] is c&lhd' pratijfiavirodha^^). 

But [according to me], this is not a fallacy of the proposition, 
(for the following reasons). The example of this fallacy, as given 
(by them), is: “sound is eternal, because all (things) are non- 
eternal”^^). [First of all what is supposed to be a reason is not 
a reason, as it is used in the function of an example.] But [even] 
the formulation (prayoga) of this example is incorrect as regards 
the negative instance. In fact if we apply this example to the 
proposition (upanaya), we must assume that the reason is: “because 
it is not all (things)”. But this reason is non-existent, because „not 
all (thkiigs)“ cannot be taken as an attribute of the subject of the 
proposition, since sound also is included in “all things”^®). Or 
it incurs the other fallacy, which is called (presence) in a part 
only of the probandum. The argument is therefore invalid, and 
it constitutes a fallacy of the reason, (not of the proposition)^^). 

Moreover the example also is erroneous. In fact the negative 
instance first shows the non-existence of the probandum (paksa). 
[If the probandum is: “sound is eternal”, the negative instance 
is: “the non-eternal”]; and then it expresses the non-existence of 
the reason (vizi: not not-all (things)), [when the sadhya is ab- 
sent]. That is, one must formulate it in this way: “the non- 
eternal is all (things)”; this means that it is not not-all 


Nyayasutras V, II, 4. pratijKahetvor virodhah pratijnavirodhah. 

”) This thesis is attributed to the Sabdikas. 

“) In fact, if: „because all (things) are non-eternal“ is the negative in- 
stance, when we express it in the proper way we should have: “that which has 
the attribute of being non-eternal is ail (things)”. So, from this we infer that 
the positive instance is: “what is not all (things) is eternal.” From both the 
instances we deduce that the reason of the proposition, already referred to, 
must be: “because it is not all (things)". The syllogism therefore would be: 
sound is eternal; because it is not all (things); what is not all (things) is eternal; 
what is non-eternal is all (things). But the reason is ubhayasiddhah. 

“) That is, in order to avoid the objection raised by Dinnaga, the opponent 
is supposed to say that “sound” is the only thing eternal, because it is the only 
thing except all things non-etemal. But if it be so, the reason expresses a 
propriety, already inherent, by definition, in S and therefore it is invalid: in 
fact it comes to this: S is P because it is S. If on the other hand the op- 
ponent’s view is that sound, being eternal is distinct from all things non- 
eternal then the reason would be inherent in P only; S is P, because it is P. 
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(things). On the contrary you said that all things are non-eternal. 
Therefore in your syllogism the example afso is fallacious. In this 
way I have indicated [the characteristics] of the proposition and 
of the fallacies of the proposition)^^. 


1®) For this discussion meant to refute the theory of the Naiyayikas 


cfr. PSV. a. fol. 46, a, I. 1. 

rigs • pa • can • rnams • na • re- 
dam • bca* • ba • gtan • ts'igs • dan • 
hgal ba • dan*) • dam • bca’ • dan • 
hgal • ba • ies • bya - ba • de • dag • 
dam • bca' • bai • skyon • yin - te / 
dper • na • sgra • rtag • pa • ste / Fams 
. cad • mi • rtag • pai • p’yir • m • ies- 
bya • ba • Ita • bu’o • ies • zer • ro / 
dam • bca* • gtan • ts’igs • dan • hgal • ba / 
dam -bcas- skyon -^es • rigs • pa -min / / 

(p.s. in, 6) 

hdir • ni • dam - bca’ • ba • dan • gtan - 
ts’igs • su • hgal • lo • ies • pa • gnis • 
pa • rigs • pa - ma • yin - te / ji • Itar • 
5:e • na / 

legs • par • ma • bslabs - pa • rnams • 
kyis / 

hdi • ni • c’os • (mi)**) • mt^un • dpes * 
brjod / / 

gan • gtan - ts'igs • kyi • sbyor • ba • 
hdi • dam - bca’ • ba • dan • hgal • bar 
• brjod • pa • ni • rigs • pa • ma • yin • 
te • / hdi • Itar • c’os • mi - mPun - 
dpei • sbyor • ba • hid • kyis • yin * 
pas • na’o / der • ni * hdi • Itar • sbyor- 
ba • byas • nas • mdses • par • hgyur - 
ro / / sgra • rtag • ste • t’ams • cad-. 
mi • rtag • pai • p’yii' • ^es • pa^ ni - 
t’ams • cad - ma • yin • pai*- med • 
pai • p^yir - ies • pai • don • no / de • 
Itar • na • ni • c*os • mi • mt’un • pai * 
dpes • bsgrub - bya • med - pa • las • 
gtan • ts’igs • med • par • bstan • pa • 
yin • no /rtag * her - hjal - gyis • hdir • 
bsgrub • bya • ma • yin /he • bar - hjal- 


*) Sic xyL; corr. ni. 

**) deest in xyl. 


PSV, b., fol. 128. a. I. 1. 

rigs - pa • can - rnams • ni - dam • 
bca’ • ba • dan • gtan • ts’igs • hgal • 
ba • ni - dam • bca’ • ba - dan • hgal • 
ba • ’o • 2es • bya * ba - hdii • dam • 
bca’- bai • skyon • yin • te /dper • na • 
sgra • rtag • ste - t’ams - ca^ • ni • 
rtag • pai • p’yir • ^es • zer • ro / 
gtan - ts’igs - dam * bca’ • la • gnod • pa / 
dam - bca’i • skyon • ies • bya - ba • 
med / 

hdir • ni - dam • bca’ • ba • dan • gtan 
- ts’igs • hgal • ba • dan / dam • bca’ • 
bai • skyon • tes • bya • ba • ghi • ga 
yah • yod • pa • ma • yin • no / ci - 
Itar • i^e • na / 

mi * mt’un - p’yogs • las - legs - bslab- 
pas/ 

dpe • de - hid • du • brjod • pa • yin / / 
gan • las • dam • bca’- ba - dan • 
hgal - ba - ies - brjod • pa - hdi • gtan 
• ts’igs - sbyor - ba • ni • ma • yin 
te - ’on - kyah • c’os - mi • mt’un • pai 
dpe • sbyor - ba • yin - te / de - la • 
yah - hdi • Itar - sbyar • bar • bya • 
ba • yin - te / sgra • rtag • ste • t’ams • 
cad • mi • rtag - pai - p’yir • ste • 
t’ams • cad - ma • yin - pa - hid • du • 
med • pai • p’yir • ro • 2es • bya • bai • 
don • te / de - Itar • c’os • mi • mt’un • 
pai • (dpes)*) • gtan • ts’igs • bsgrub * 
bya • med - pa • la • med • pa- he • bar - 
bstan • pa • yin • no / hdir ni • gtan • 
ts’igs - he - sbyar • bas / bsgrub • bya 
sgra - la - t’ams - cad • ma - yin • no • 
ies • bya • ba • ni • he • bar • sbyor • 
bas - yin • no / / hdtr • t’ams - cad • 
ma '• yin • pa • hid • pa • gtan • ts’igs • 


*) deest in xyl. 
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The [validity] of the reason and the fallacies of the reason 


pas • ni • hdir • sgra • la • t’ams • cad • 
ces • bya • bas • t'ams • cad • ma • yin- 
pa • nid • rtags • su • brjod • pa • ni • 
ma • yin • no / de • ni • ma • grub • pa- 
ste • t’ams • cad • kyi • k’ons * su • 
sgra • yan • hdus • pai • p’yir • ram / 
dam • bca’ • bai • p’yogs • gcig • yin • 
pai • p’yir • ro / gal • te • t'ams • cad • 
mi • rtag • ces • pa • la • t'ams • cad - 
kyi • sgras • sgra • dan - bcas • te ♦ 
brjod - na • ni ■ de • Itar • na * t'ams • 
cad • kyi • k’ons • su • sgra • yan • 
hdus -^ai • p’yir • t’ams • cad • ma * 
yin • pa • nid • ni • med • do / ji • Itar- 
med • do /gan • gi • ts’e • hdi • p’yogs 

• gcig - yin - pai • p’yir • t’ams • cad • 
ma • yin • pa’o • 2e • na / de • Itar - na 

• ni • g^an • la • yah • p’yogs • gcig • 
yin * pa • hid - do / t’ams • cad - ma • 
yin - pas ‘‘‘ so / de • Itar • na • ni * 
t’ams • cad • ma • yin • pa • mi -hdod- 
pa • hgyur/ci • ste • de • Itar • na • yah 

• dam • bca’ • bai • skyon • hid - du • 
hgyur • te / mi • rtag • pa • hid • kyis • 
rtag - pa • hid • bsal • bai • p’yir • ^e- 
na / sgra • la • yod • pa • hid • sel • bar 

• hgyur • ba - ni • ma • yin • pai • 

p’yir • sgra • la • yod • par * brjod • 
pa • yin • pas • ni • c’os • mi • mt’un • 
pai • dpei • sbyor - ba • hid • du • 
sbyar • bar - bya’o / ci • ste • sgra • 
dah • bral • ba • t’ams • cad • de • 

sgra • hid - t’ams • cad • ma • yin - 

pa’o • 2e • na / de • yah • dam • bca* • 
bai * don • gyis • p’yogs - gcig • yin • 
pai - p’yir - ma • grub • pa • ste • dper 

• na • mi • rtag • ste / mi * rtag • 

pai - p’yir - ies - pa - biin • no / 

sgra • ies • pa • ma • grub • pai • don • 
hid - yin • pa • de • biin • du • t’ams • 
cad ■ yod * pa • ma • yin • pai • p^yir • 
ies • pai • gtan • ts’igs * kyah • ho / 
ci • ste • hdus -^pa . rnams • gian • 
gyi • don • byed • de / hdus * pa - yin • 
pai - p’yir - ies • bya - ba - dah / de - 
biin • du - hdus • byas • mi • rtag - 


su • brjod • na • de • ma • grub • pa - 
yin • te - sgra • ni - t’ams • cad • kyi . 
nah • du ■ hdus • pai • p’yir • ro /yah- 
na • dam * bca’ • bai • p’yogs • gcig - 
yin - pai - p’yir - ro / gal - te - t’ams - 
cad • mi • rtag • pai * p’yir • ies • bya- 
ba - la • sgra • dah - lhan • cig - pai - 
t’ams - cad - brjod • par - byed - pa - 
des • na • t’ams • cad - kyi - nah • du - 
hdus - pai • p’yir - sgra - t’ams • cad - 
ma - yin • pa - med • do / ci - Itar - 
med - do - gah - gi - ts’e - hdi - p’yogs 

• gcig • yin ♦ pai - p’yir - t’ams - cad - 
ma • yin • no - ie - na / de - Ita - ni - 
yin - na - gian - yah - p’yogs - gcig - 
yin - pas - t’ams - cad - ma - yin - pai 
p’yir • t’ams - cad - med - par - hgyur- 
na • de • yah - hdod • pa • ma - yin - 
no / ’on - te - de - Ita - na - yah - 
dam • bca’ • bai - skyon - hid • du - 
hgyur - te • rtag - pa - ni - mi - rtag - 
pa • hid - kyis • bsal • bai - p’yir • ro • 
ie • na / gal - te - sgra - la - gnas - pa • 
hid • sel • bar • byed - na • gyur • pa • 
yin - na • t’ams • cad - la - gnas - pa - 
brjod -pa - ni - hdi - c’os • mi - mt’un 

• pai • dpe • sbyor - ba • hid - yin - par 
- rigs • so/ci • ste - sgra • ma - gtos • pa 

• ni - t’ams • cad • yin - la • sgra • 
hid • t’ams - cad - ma - yin - no - ie • 
na/ de - yah • dam - bca’ - bai - p’yogs - 
gcig - yin - pai - p’yir -*) grub - pa - 
ma • yin • te / dper • na - sgra • mi - 
rtag • ste • mi • rtag • pai • p’yir - ro - 
ies -f^a • ba - ni • ma • grub • pai • 
don • gyis - **) gtan - ts’igs - ma • yin 

• no / de • biin • du • sgra • hid • yin - 
pai • p’yir • ro - ies • bya • ba - yin - 
no /’on • te - yah • hdus - pa • rnams • 
ni • hdus • pa • gian • gyi • don • byed 
- pa • yin • te / hdus - pa - yin • pai • 
p’yir - ies • bya • ba - dam - bca’ * 
bai • don • gyi - p’yogs - gcig - gtan - 


♦) Here the xyl. has: ma. 
**) Here the xyl. has: ma. 
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chiefly depend on the paksadharma (residence of M. in 
therefore I shall now indicate the various characteristics of this 

paksadharma. 

II. The middle term [as resident in the subject of the inference] 
is threefold, according as it does, or does not reside in the affir- 
mative instance and according as it does or does not reside at 
the same time in the negative instance; this residence can be 
in either case of two kinds [that is in all, or in some of the sapaksas 
and the vipaksas]^’^). 


ste • hdus • pas • yin * pai • p'yk • 

• bya • ba • de • dag • la • yah • dam • 
bca' • bai • don • gyi • p’yogs • gcig. 
gtan • ts’igs • su • hgyur • ba • mt’on • 
ho • ie • na / hdir • hdus • pa • yah • 
hdus • byas • t'ams • cad • ni • dam • 
bca’ * bai • don • ma • yin • te • dpe • 
med • par • hgyur • bai • p'yir • ro / ’on 

• kyah • hdi • Itar • mig • la • sogs * 

pa • dah • hdus * byas • kyi • p'yogs • 
gcig • yin • no / ci • ste • yah • sgra • 
fiid * t’un • moh • ma • yin • par • 
hgyur • ro • • na • de • Itar • hgyur • 

bai • nus • pa • ni • med . do / dam • 
bca* • c'os • kyi • don • ni • t’un • moh 

• ma • yin • pa • ste / mnan • par • 
byas • pa • nid • t’un • moh • ma • yin 

• par • rigs • kyi • sgra • de • ni • sgra- 
g5:an • med • pai • p’yir • de • Itar - 
ma • yin • pas • ma • grub • pa - nid • 
ces • bya • bai • gtan ■ ts’igs • kyi • 
skyon • yin • no • dpei • skyon • yah • 
dam • bca’ • bai • skyon • ma • yin • 
no / 


ts'igs • yin • pa • mt’oh • ho / de • biin 

• du • hdus • byas • ni * mi • rtag • te • 
hdus • byas • hid • kyi • p’yir • ies • 
bya • ba • Ita • bu’o • ie • na / hdir • 
hdus • pa • dah • hdus • byas • t’ams • 
cad . dam • bca’ -hdi * don • ni - yin*) 
te / dpe • med * par • t’al • bar • hgyur 

• bai * p’yir • ro / mig - la • sogs • pa • 
dah • p’yogs • gcig • yin • no / ci • ste • 
sgra • t’un - moh • ma • yin • pa • nid 

• c’os • can • du • hgyur • ro • ie • na / 
dam • bca’ - bai * don • t’un • moh • 
ma • yin • pa • hid • c’os • can • du • 
hgyur • ro • ie • na / dam • bca’ • bai • 
don • t’un • moh • ma • yin • pai • c‘os 
- mnan • par • bya • ba • nid • de • 
t’un • moh • ma • yin • par • rigs • 
kyi /sgra • la • sgra • g^an • hid • yod- 
do - ies • de • Itar • bya • ba • ni • mi • 
nus • pai • p'yir • ma - grub • pai • don • 
hid • kyi - gtan • t’sigs • kyi • skyon • 
dah • / dpei • skyon • yin • gyi • dan / 
bca’ • bai • skyon • can • ni • ma • yin- 
no. / 


*) Sic xyl.; corr. : min te. 


This same idea occurs in P. S. HI, 7: 
gah • p’yir • gtan • ts’igs • bsgrub • byai • c’os 
p’al • e’er • der - snah • ba * yin • te. 
de • p’yir • de • rgyas • pa • ni • shar. .... 

This is quoted in the NVTT. pag, 290 (cfr. N. V. p. 129) 
sadhyadharmo yato hetus taddhhdsas ca bhuyasd. 

See Randle p. 34; this verse comes before the other cited at pag. 29 sapakse etc. 

^^) This karika is quoted in the NVTT p. 289: 

sapakse sann asan dvedhd paksadharmah punas tridha 
pratyekam asapakse ca sadasad dvividhatvatah. 
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Giuseppe Tucci: 


Now somebody may object: “You have already, with a 
synthetic expression, defined the pahsa as“that which somebody 
wants to prove How is it, that in this [karika], you give to 
the same word: “paksa^'' the (different) meaning of subject of the 
proposition only?”. [I reply that I do not commit the mistake 
of using one and the same expression in two different meanings], 
because a collective term can be used as well to express a single 


Cfr. Randle pag. 29. 

It corresponds also verbatim to P. S. Ill, 8: 

p’yogs • c’os • mPun • p'yogs • yod • med • dan / 
rnam • gftis » re • re • dag • la • yafi / / 
rnam • gsum • mi • mt’un • p'yogs • la'n / 
yod • med • rnam • pa • gnis • p’yir • ro / / 

As we have seen, in the first karika and in the commentary upon it, Dihnaga 
has shortly defined the proposition, showing that it consists only in formula- 
ting, in a coherent way, the argument that one wants to prove in arguing with 
an opponent. It cannot be considered as a real part of the proof, sadhana. 
Then he has indicated the various fallacies of the proposition; this was ne- 
cessary, because, when a proposition is wrong, no discussion can be based 
upon it. Now he passes to the first of the two real members of the syllogism, 
I mean the reason, hetu. The reason, in order to be valid, must possess three 
characteristics: that is it must a) reside, in the subject paksadharmata; b) be 
present in all or in some of the affirmative instances, sapakse sattva; c) and 
must never be found in the negative instances vipakse ^sattva. This constitutes 
the irairupya-theory of the reason (on the history of which see ^‘Buddhist logic 
before Dihnaga^); cfr. Uddyotakara's N. V. pag. 125. — It is evident that 
these three characteristics must be coexistent at one and the same time. If 
only one of the characteristics is found to be absent, the reason is invalid; 
in fact when these three conditions are not observed, three errors are possible 
a) asiddha, unproved, absence of M in S; b) aniscita, inconclusive, M is in the 
affirmative instance, as well as in the negative, c) viruddha^ contradictory, 
when M is only in the negative instance, but not in the affirmative. In all, 
seven cases: six wrong, one exact. See Uddyotakara N. V. pag. 56 and 128 
and Randle pag. 24. — In this second karika, Omnaga presupposes as granted 
that the reason possesses the first characteri^ic: paksadharmata, without 
which it would be meaningless, and-as'^such object neither of discussion nor 
of refutation. He himself points out this fact in the commentary upon the 
karika ,in the PS. and in the PSV. Therefore the so called „wheel of the reason^^ 
is quite different from the table of the seven cases already referred to, as it 
expresses only the possible relations of the paksadharma, (that is of the middle 
term as resident in the subject), with the affirmative and negative instances. 
The table of the nine possible cases can be seen in Vidyabhusana's Hit. 
n Randle’s book p. 31 and in my note on the fragments from Dinnaga IRAS 
1928. 

See preceding karika. 
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part; e. g. when we say “the doth is burning” [while in fact 
only a part of it_ is really burning]. [I rnay say also that] there 
are cases in which the word “pafesa” is used to express only the 
predicate^®). 

Now we can choose as paksadharma only that particular 
attribute that the speaker as well as the opponent recognise 
beyond any doubt, to be resident in the subject. The same, is to 
be said concerning the other rules referred to, that is: residence 
and non-residence in the affirmative [and in the negative] in- 
stances [respectively]^®). Why? Because [the validity of an 
argument] depends upon the apprehension [of the validity] of 
[any particular] cause [aiming at producing in our mind a 
definite] notion (upalabdhi-hetu). [In fact] it is only through 
the faculty of understanding that we perceive the meaning of 
[a proposition], as it is expressed (in words). Therefore there is 
no analogy with the efficient cause (kdranahetu), as this brings 
out its effect through its mere capacity of producing it, [and it 
remains therefore quite independent of our knowledge of its 
being a cause]. [At this point somebody may object] : “ If it be so, 
then [you assume implicitly] that the understanding only is the 
cause of the notion, and therefore the Syllogism would lose its 
character of being a proof”. But this objection is out of place, 
[because the reason, as it is formulated] is meant to remind the 
opponent [of a relation] which is already sure and proved to 
him also^’^). Therefore my statement viz. that here [viz. in the 
reason] we must choose a middle term, the meaning of which 
is beyond any doubt both for the opponent and the disputant, 
is valid. 

'*) Same argument in the PSV. a. fol. 47a, I. 3 and b. fol. a. 129 1. 4. 1. 

“''>) E. g. “non eternal” as an attribute of sound is not equally accepted 
by the vadin and the prativddki, disputant and opponent, but “because it is 
a product” is recognized as “ralid by both. Either of them knows not only that 
“product” is a predicate of the subject, but that it is resident in the affirma- 
tive instances, and absent in the negative. 

The cause through which we can realize the validity of a proposition 
is, according to Shen T’ai, threefold. First the meaning of the sentence in 
itself; then our mental activity that we call understanding; thirdly the verbal 
formulation of this proposition. As soon as this is expressed, the opponent is 
reminded of the fact that the condition of “being a prodiKt” is present in 
“sound”, and is accepted as an indisputable predicate of all the positive in- 
stances such as pot etc., while it is recognized as absent in all negative in- 
stances. 
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Giuseppe Tucci: 


Therefore that predicate, which is not equally admitted by 
the speaker and his op'^ponent, cannot be cailed a paksadharma, 
middle term as resident in the subject^^); e. g. if somebody says: 
"sound is non-eternal, because it is perceived by the eyes^^)” 
Nor is it a paksadharma, if it is not recognized as resident in the 
subject by the opponent only. An example of this kind would 
be, if somebody, discussing with a philosopher [who believes in 
the eternity of sound] and that this [sound] is manifested by the 
agency of a cause, but not created, argues [that sound is non- 
eternal], because it is a product^^). Nor is it a paksadharma if 
doubtful: e. g. when a doubt arises concerning smoke [that has 
been seen, yet one infers that there is fire derived from the 
matertel elements, because smoke has been seen^^)^ 

[Nor is it a paksadharma] when the subject is not proved; 
e. g. [if somebody discussing with an opponent who does not 
admit the existence of the atman, such as a Buddhist] argues 
that the atman is all-pervading, because it produces (in every 
individual feelings) of joy etc.*®). Reasons of the same kind as 
those referred to here cannot be considered as a proof”). 


22) Dinnaga here begins by showing that first of all a reason must be devoid 
of the: asiddha hetv-abhasa. In fact when M does not reside in S, it is im- 
possible to speak of a reason; therefore the asiddha is not taken into consideration 
in the hetucakra cfr. note 17. Then he enumerates the four varieties of asiddha 
which correspond to those referred to in the N. P. pag. 5, cfr. Prasastapada- 
bhasya. p.341. cfr. N.B. p.89fll. 

22) This is the uhhaya-asiddha-hetv-dhhasa which happens to be, when 
neither the disputant nor the opponent are supposed to accept a given reason. 
Same example as in the N. P. I. c. 

2^) This is the anyatara-asiddha-hetv-ahkasa; in the example given in 
the text the opponent is supposed to believe only in the manifestation (ahhi- 
vyahti) of sound, but not in its creation or production from a previous non- 
existence; therefore the reason:' “because it i» product”, cannot be con- 
sidered by him as resident in the subject. Same example as in the N. P. and 
in Prasastapaaa 1. c. 

2®) This is the sandigdha-asiddha-hetv-ahhasa. Same example in the 
N. P. and in Prasastapaaa 1. c. where it is called tadhhavasiddha. Cfr. N.B. 
and N.B.T. pag. 91, PramananiTnaya, pag. 61. if we are not sure that 
smoke is really smoke, but we doubt whether it is vapour, smoke cannot 
be taken as a reason. 

2®) This is the as^raya-asiddha of N. P. or asiddhadharmin of P. S. 
Same example in the N.P. and in N.B. 92. 

2’) These four asiddkas are so referred to in the P.S.V.: 
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Concerning the (other characteristics of the reasons), that 
is residence or non-residence of the propriety to be proved 
in the positive instances etc., the same rules [as those already 
stated] must be applied. 

When we refer, later on, to the (valid) reason, to the contra- 
dictory or to the inconclusive, we can speak respectively of a 
proof or of a refutation, only if the sentence, as it is formulated, 
is equally accepted as sure by either disputant, but not if it is 
[merely] unproved or doubtful, because, in this case it would be 
necessary to take up the proof of it [before using it as a proof] ^s). 


a. fol. 47, a, 1 • 5 

gnis * ka * la • grub • c’os • de • las • / 
t'a • shad • yin • p'yir • gnis • ka • 
la • ’m • / 

gah • yah . run • ba • la • bzlog- 
pa • 'm • / 

Ve • ts'om • c’os • grub-hdod-ma ^yin / 
hdir • gnis • ka • la • p'yin • ci • 

log • tu • grub • pa • ni / don • gyi • 

sugs • kyis • gtan • ts’igs • nid • du . 
mi • hdod . do / dper • na • sgra • 

mi • rtag • ste • mig • gi[s] • gzuh • 

bya • yin • pai • p’yir • ^es • bya • 
ba • Ita • buo / gah • yah • ruh • 
ba • la • ste • gcig • tu • p'yin • ci • 
log • tu • grub • pa • ni • dper • na • 
mhon • par • gsal • bar • smra • ba • 
la • byas • pa • nid • Ita • bu ’o / 
gflis • ka ’m • gah • yah • ruh • ba 

• la • t'e • ts'om • du • gyur • pa • 
ni • dper * na • dud • pa • nid • du • 
t'e • ts'om ‘ za • ba • las • me • 
sgrub • pa • Ita * bu’o / c’os gfub • 
pa • ni • dper • na • bde • ha • la • 
sogs • pa ‘Cams • cad • yod • pai • 
p'yir • bdag • k'yab • par • yod • do 

* 2:es • bya • ba * Ita • bu ^o / 


b., fol. 129, a, 1 . 9 
gfli • ga • la • grub • c'os • kyis"*- ni • / 
t'a • snad • bya • p'yk * ghi * ga • 
dah * / 

gcig • la * dogs • dah • t’e • ts'om • 
dah / 

gii • ma • grub • la • mi • hdod • do • / 
hdir • sugs • kyis • gqi • ga • la 

• zlog • pa • ni • gtan • tsMgs • nid • 
du • mi • hdod • do • dper • na • sgra 

• mi • rtag * ste • mig • gis • gzuh • 

bar • bya • bar • yin * pai . p’yir • 

ies • bya • ba • Ita • bu'o / gcig • la 
yah • bzlog • pa • ni • mhon • par • 

gsal • bar • smra • ba • la • byas • 

pa • nid • Ita • bu 'o / gni • ga 'm 

• gcig • la • t'e • ts’om • za • ba • 
ni • dper • na • me • bsgrub • par • 
bya • la ‘ du • ba • nid • la • t*e • 
ts’om • za • ba • Ita - bu 'o / c'os 

• can • ma • grub • pa • ni • dper • 
na • bdag • k’yab • pa • yin * te -bde 

• ba • la • sogs • pa • t’ams • cad • 
na • yod • pai • p’yir • m • zes * byas 

• Ita • bu 'o • / 


In other words, no refutation is logically possible, if the non-residence 
of M in S is not equally admitted by either disputant. PSVa, fol. 49 b., 

1-2: gah • iig • gfiis • ka • la • rab • tu • grub • pai • p*yogs • kyi • c’os • ma • 

yin • pa • ni • dper • na • mig • gi • (sic; corn gis) gzuh • bya • hid • Ita • bu- 
ste * de • ni • sun • hbyin • pa'o / PSV b. 129. b., 1 • Sgah • yah • p'yogs • kyi- 
c'os • ma * yin • par • gni • ga • la * rab • tu • grub • pa • ni -dper - na • mig • 

gis • gzuh • bya • nid • Ita • bu • ste • de • ni • sun • hbyin • pa • yin • no. 
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Giuseppe Tucci: 


(Now, somebody may ask)®^): “this rule for establishing a pak- 
sadharma (M as residing in S) holds good when with the help of 
another predicate (expressed by the) reason you wish to prove 
the predicate of the subject (as formulated in the proposition). 
But suppose that we are to prove that the subject itself is existent 
or is non-existent; e. g. if we argue that the primeval matter 
(pradhana postulated by the Sahkhyas) is existent, because we 
see that the various things have a character of general analogy, 
or if we assume that this primeval matter does not exist, because 
it is not perceived, then how can the rule expounded by you 
hold good”?®®) [I reply that there is no place for such an objec- 
tion], because here [viz. in the first example] they do not prove 
[the existence] of the primeval matter, as, in fact, the proposition 
runs: “the various things certainly have a sole cause”. Therefore 


“*) Here begins a very important discussion in which Dihnaga not only 
precises the function of the paksadharma as a fundamental element in the 
syllogism, but expounds again his theory about the prohandum in the in- 
ference. 4<^cording to him the prohandum is neither the dharmiuy S, nor the 
dharma, P; but P as related to S. This relation between P and S 
is just expressed by the paksa, and it is demonstrated as valid by the pak- 
sadharma, that is by M as residing in S, which shows the connection between 
P and S. (His view, as it is known, was criticised by Uddyotakara, N.V. 
pag. 108. Having expounded his theory, the summary of which is contained 
in the 3 rd kdrikdy Dihnaga refutes three different views, and he maintains 
that it is not true : a) that a dharmin is proved by another dharminy b) that 
a dharma is proved by a dharmiuy c) that a dharmin is proved by the (paksa) 
dharma. 

This is the third of the three theories referred to in the proceeding 
note. Dihnaga shows that in this case the (paksa) dharma does not prove 
the dharmin^ because the syllogism must be formulated in another way. 


For this passage cfr.: 

PSV a. fol. 48 a, 1. 3 

gah • dag • c'os • kyis • c'os ■ mi 

• sgrub • cih • c’os • can • yah • mi • 

bsgrub • po • 5:es • smra • ba • ni / 

dper « na • gtso • bo • gcig • yod • 
do • Fa • dad • mams • dah • rjes • 
hgro • mFoh • bai • p'yir • ies • zer • 
ba • Ita • bu . 'o / der • ni . Fa • dad 
‘ hid . rgyu • gcig • pa • nid • du • 

bsgrub • par . bya * ba • ste / hdi • 

Itar ‘ gyo • dum • la - sogs • pa • rgyu 

• gcig • pa . ni4- du • dper • brjod . 
pa • him • no. 


PSV. b foi. 130 a, 1.6. 
c'os • kyi . c'os • can • yah • 
bsgrvb. • pa • ma • yin • te * dper • 
na • gteo • bo • gcig • yod • pa * yin 
t te / k’yad • par • rnams • las • rjes 

• su • hgro • ba • mFoh • bai • p’yir 

• ro • 2:es • bya • ba • Ita • bu • 'o / 
de • ni . k’yad * par • mams • k'o • na 

• rgyu • gcig • pa • hid • du • bsgrub 

• par • bya • ba • yin « te / der • yah 

• gyo* • mo • la • sogs • pai - rgyu • 
gcig • pa • nid • dper • byed • pa • 
yin . no / 
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the error alluded to is non-existent. If, [on the other hand, I say 
that the primeval matter] does not exist, 'the term: “non percei- 
vable” is attributed to it in a figurative sense (upacara) and 
therefore 1 do not commit the fallacy of admitting the existence 
of a subject (that I do not accept)®^). 

[Somebody may ask] “is it not possible to prove a subject, 
dharmin, by another dharmin, or to prove the predicate (through 
the subject to which it belongs)? E. g. can we not prove fire 
through smoke {dharmin proved by dharminy^) or the quality 
of being warm to touch through fire {dharma proved by 
dharmin) ?”3S) 

[This question is meaningless], because we do not establish 
such a proposition in order to prove £ither fire or its« being 
hot to touch, but only in order to prove that a particular 
.object is connected with them®*). Were this not the case and 
were we to prove fire on the basis of smoke, or the sensation 
of heat on the basis of fire, then we should commit the fallacy 
of using as reason a term of the proposition. Nor, in the example 
referred to, do we wish to prove the existence of fire and heat, 
because their existence is a fact generally admitted by every- 
body®®). 

Moreover here subject and predicate are established only 
having regard to the [notion] to be proved®®), and therefore their 


31) Another explanation is also possible: that is it is only necessary to 
specify the subject in this way: “the pradhana in which you believe’'. On 
this theory cfr. K'uei Chi’s commentary on the N.P. 

33) The syllogism in this case would be: “smoke is possessed with fire, 
(agnimdn dhumah)y because it is smoke, as it happens in the case of any 
other smoke.” 

33) The syllogism would be: “this fire is hot to touch, because it is 
fire, as it happens in the case jjf^ny other fire”. In this and in the preceding 
example, fire and smoke are^ equally two dharmins. 

3*) That is the syllogism is: a) “here there is fire, because here there is 
smoke, as we know that it happens in all places where there is smoke, as 
in the kitchen;” b) “this furnace is hot, because there is fire, as we know that 
it happens to be in all places where there is fire.” 

33) And therefore we should commit the fallacy of proving a notion 
already proved, siddhasddhana, 

33) We must not forget that the paksa is sddhyatvenepsita^ a notion 
to be proved. But in the cases referred to in the text, a doubt concerning 
the existence or the non -existence of fire where there is smoke, is impossible; 
therefore no proposition could be formulated. 

W a 1 1 e s e r. 
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Giuseppe Tucci: 


relation is not [like that which is supposed to exist between] the 
quality and the substance possessing the quality [and by which we 
infer the quality from the substance;] thus there is no fault in 
my argument^^). 


37) P. s. V. a fol. 47, b, 1. 4. 
c^os • can • c’os • can • gyis • sgrub 

• min • / 

c'os • des • c’os • kyafi • ma*yin-gyi// 
hdi • Itar * c'os • kyis • c’os • sgrub 

• cin / 

sgrub • p’yir • c’os • can • yan • de 
// (P.S. Ill, 12) 

de • la • re • iig • gafi • dag • hdi 

• skad • du • dud • pas • me • sgrub 
. pa • ni • c’os • can * gyis • c’os • 
can * sgrub • pa ’o • ies • zer * ro / 
de • yah • rigs • pa • ma • yin • te / 
de • la • mei • yod • pa • rtogs • pa 
. ni * ma^' yin • gyi • hdi • la ’o • 
2es • brjod • par • byed • do / gal • 
te • der • dud • pa * dan • hbrel • ba • 
bsgrub • byar • byed • na • ni • dam 

• bca’ • bai • don • gyi • p’yogs - gcig 
. gtan • ts’igs • su • hgyur • ro / rjes 

• su • dpag • par • bya -ba-du- 
ba • la • me • mt^oh • bar • yah • rigs 
. pa • ma • yin • te / rjes • su • dpag 

• pa • med • par • t’al • bar • hgyur 

• bai * p’yir • ro / dei • p’yir • hdi • 
la ’o • 2es • gdon • mi • za • bar - 
sa • p’yogs • k’as • blah • bar • bya • 
ste / de • yah • c’os • can • nid • yin 

• no / hdir • yon . tan • dan • yon * 
tan • can • nid • kyi • ts’ul • nas - 
c’os • can • gyi rnam • par • b^ag • 
pa ‘ byed * pa • ni * ma • yin • no / 
de • Itar • na • re • iig • c’os • can . 
gyis • c’os • can • bsgrub * par • bya 

• ba • yah • ma - yin • no / c’os • 
can * gyis * c’os • bsgrub • par • bya • 
ba • yah • ma • yin • no • ^es • brjod 

• par • bya • ste . / de • la • gah • dag 
- mes • reg » bya • bsgrub • par . 
byed • do / ies • zer • ro • de • ni • 


P. S. V. b, fol. 129 b, 1.6. 
c’os • can • c’os • can • yi [s]* bsgrub 
• min / 

c’os • yin • c’os • can • yah • des • min // 
c’os • kyis • c’os • sgrub • pa • yah • no / 
de • la • re • iig • c’os • can • 
gyis • c’os • can • bsgrub • par • bya 

• ba • ni • dper • na • du • bas • me 
. Ita • bu ’o • ies • gah * smras • 
pa • de • ni • mi • rigs • te / de • la 

• me • yod - pa • ma • rtogs • pa • 
ni • ma • yin • no / hdi • la • ies • 
brjod . pa * de • la • gal • te • du • 
ba • dah * hbrel * pa • yin • na • dam 

• bca’ • bai • p'yogs • gcig • gtan 

• ts’igs • su • hgyur • ro / rjes • su • 
dpag • par • bya • ba • me • la • 
du • ba • mt’oh • ba • ni • rigs • pa • 
ma • yin • te / rjes • su • dpag • pa • 
med • par • t’al • bai • p’yir • ro / 
dei • p’yir • hdi • ni • ies • bya • 
ba • ni • gdon • mi • za • bar • p’yogs 

• yin • par • k’as • blah • bar - bya ‘o / 

de • yah • de • dag • gis • c’os • 

can * p’yogs • nid • yin • no / hdir • 

yon • tan • dah • yon • tan • can • 
nid • kyis • c’os • can • dah • c’os • 
rnam * par • biag • na • mi * yin • 
gyi / ’on • kyah • bsgrub • bya • 
bsgrMt)L . byed • nid • kyis • yin • 
pai * ps’yir • nes • pa • med • do / 
de • Ita ’ re • ^ig • c’os ^ can • gyis 

• c’os • can • bsgrub • pa • ni • ma • 

yin • no / c’os * min • c’os • can • 

gyi[s] • bsgrub • pa • tes * sbyar • 

ro / de • la * gah • iig • mes • reg • 
bya • bsgrub • par • byed • do • 2es 

• zer • ba • de • yah • mi * rigs • te / 
sna • ma • biin • du • hdir * ies • brjod 
rigs - pa • ma • yin • te / hdi • la’o • 
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In order to reinforce [what I have already said], I have com 
posed the [following] karikd: 

III. A subject cannot prove either another subject or a 
predicate, (viz.: a) smoke cannot prove fire; b) fire cannot prove 
the quality of being hot); nor does the predicate prove the sub- 
ject, [as in the example of the primeval matter, referred to above]. 
But only the predicate [as resident in M and in S] proves that pre- 
dicate [to be proved, as it is expressed in the proposition] and, 
as such, it proves also the subject [because of the connection 
between S and P expressed by the paksaY^). 

If a [Vaisesika] establishes the following proposition: “sound 
is non-eternal, because the other categories like action (karma) 
etc. would be equally eternal”, or: “because [if it were eternal], 
it would be eternally perceivable”, how can these reasons be 
called paksadharmas? This [syllogism] is not intended to prove 


ies • brjod • pai • p'yir • sfiar • biin 
. no / gal • te • re • iig • rigs • pa 

• nid • yin • te/du • ba • t’ams • cad • 
ie • mi • mt'ofi * bai • p'yir • ro / 
sa • p’yogs • kyi • bsgrub • bya • 

nid • yin • par mei • bye • 

brag • dro • ba • bsgrub • bya • yin . 
pai • p’yir • sa • p’yogs • brtags • pa • 
don • med • do / dam • bca’ • bai 

• p’yogs • gcig • gi • gtan • ts’igs • 
ma • yin • te / mei • bye • brag • 
bsgrub • bya • yin • pai * p’yir - dan / 
spyi • gtan • ts’igs • yin * pai • p’yir 

• ro • ie • na / mei • bye • brag - 
bsgrub • bya • yin • no • ies • bya 

• ba • ni • sa • p’y^gs • kyis • k’yad 

• par • byas • pai • du • bai • bsgrub . 
bya • nid • du • k’as • blan, ••bar • 
bya ’o / der * sa • p’yog* • kyi • 
bye • brag • la • cii • p’yir • ie • 
sdafi • mei • bye • brag • la • gan • 
gis • na • ho • sruh • bar • byed. 


• pai • p’yir • ro / gal • te • re • ^ig 

• du • ba • t’ams • cad • la • me • ma 

• mt’on • bai • p’yir • p^yogs • la • 
bsgrub • pa • la • ni • rigs • mod • 
kyi / mei • k’yad • par • la*) • dro • 
ba • bsgrub • pai • p’yir * p’yogs • 
brtags • pa • don • med • bcan(?) • 
yin • no / dam • bca’ • bai • don • 
gyi . p’yogs • gcig • gtan • ts’igs • 
kyah • ma • yin • te / mei • k’yad • 
par • bsgrub • byar • yin • pai • 
p’yir • spyi . gtan • ts’igs • yin 

• pai • p’yir • ro • ^:e • na / mei • 
k’yad - par • bsgrub • bya • nid • 
yin • yah • p’yogs • k’yad • par • 
can • du • me • sgrub • par • bya* • 
ba * nid • du • k’as • blah • bar • 
bya • ste / de • la • p’yogs • kyi • 
k’yad • par • la • sdah • ba • dan • 
mei • k’yad • par • las • ho • dogs(?) 
ci • iig • bya - c’os • can • yah • des 

• min. 


*) doubtful. 

38) P.S. III. 12 

C’os • can • c’os • can • gyis • sgrub • min. / 
c’os • min • c’os • can • yah • des • min. // 
c’os • kyis • de • Itar * sgrub • pai • p’yir. / 

For the translation of the same passage, as inserted in the PSV, cfr. note 37. 
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a thesis of the Vaisesika, but only to show the fallacies in the 
argument of the opponent (viz. the Babdika). In fact in that 
way they show the necessary implication that would follow 
(abhyupagama), if the probandum were proved. As the opponent 
had established that [sound] is eternal, because it is incorporeal, 
[the Vaisesika] formulates his proposition only in order to 
refute the fallacy of the reason^®) [of the opponent]. 

If it be so, if one says “sound is non-eternal, because 
a product is non -eternal”, or: “because the eternal is not a pro- 
duct”, then is there any objection [against this argument] ? [My 
reply is that these supposed reasons are in fact nothing else but] 
the affirmative and the negative cases [as shown by] the for- 
mulation of the example; they must respectively declare that 
the reason (viz. product) is followed by the probandum (P viz. 
non-eternal), and that, if the probandum is absent (viz. not-non- 


“•) This syllogism cannot be considered as a proof, but only as an argu- 
ment mean^ to show the implication that will necessarily follow, if the thesis 
of the opponent be proved. The first example, given by the author, shows 
the implication that follows from the reason advanced by the Sabdika: If 
“sound is eternal, because it is incorporeal, as ether”, then you must admit that 
the third category, postulated by the Vaisesikas, viz. action, is also eternal, be- 


cause it IS incorporeal. On the 
is eternal”. It follows that it should 
PSV. a. fol. 148, 1. 6. 
dam • bca’ • rtags • kyi • hag • gis 
• gah / 

mi . Mod • pa ‘ la • fal • ba • ts'om • // 
de • ni • Ian • 2es • ses • bya ste • / 
de • yi • sgo • nas • sbyor • p’yir • ro • // 
‘ (PS. Ill, 13.) 

dperna • sgra • rtag • pa • ma-yin . 
te / las / rtag • par • t’al • bar . 
bgyur • bai . p'yir • ram / rtag • tu 
dmigs * par . t'all . bar • hgyur • 
bai ‘ p'yir • ro / (the rest deest). 


hand from the proposition itself: “sound 
be always perceivable by the ear, 

PSV. b. fol. 130-b. 12. 
dam • bca' • gtan • ts'igs • sgo • nas • ni/ 

gan • ilg • mi • hdod • t'al • hgyur • 

bai // 

de • sgo • Aid • nas • t'al • bai • p'yir / 
de • ni • Ian • ies • ses * par • bya // 
dper • na • sgra • ni • rtag • pa 

• ma • yin • te / las • la * sogs - pa * 
rtag fip^r • t'al • bai • p’yir • ram • 
rtag • tur. dmigs • par • t’al • bai • 

• p’yir • ies • bya • ba • hdi ni • 

Ian . yin « te / ^an • ts’igs • dan • 
dam • bca’ • bai • sgo • nas • k’as • 
blahs • pa • yod • na • t’al • ba • 
bsgrub • pai • p’yir • ro / shar • ni • 
lus • can • ma • yin * pai • p’yir • 

rtag • pa - nid • k’as * blahs • nas • 

Ian • brjod • pa • yin . la / hdir • ni • 
dam • bca’ • ba • tsam - gyis • 
yin • no. 
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eternal), the reason also is absent (viz, non-product). In the 
present case, through the application, one shows that the reason: 
''because it is a product’^ [is resident in the subject], that is: 
"so this sound is certainly a product, but not a non-product.’' Thus 
this predicate: "being a product” is certainly a paksadharma^^). 
In order to reinforce this argument I say this kdrikd: 

IV. It expresses that the reason is followed (by the existence) 
of the probandum (P), and that wherever the probandum (P) 
is absent, the reason also must be absent. The fifth case (—ablative) 
expresses the example. By the application (upanaya) we know 
that the reason is really a reason^^). 

Therefore we have implicitly explained [also our idea about] 
the formulation of a merely negative reason (avita), as postulated 
by t4ie Sankhyas. An example of this is the following]: "since 
the quality of being a product is seen in the non-eternal, while 
it is not seen in the eternal, therefore it is proved that sound 
is non-eternal, because [if we did not think so] we should 
necessarily admit (prasanga) that it is not a product" There- 


PSV. a, fol. 48 b, S. 1. 
hdi • Ita • ste • dper • na • 
sgra • mi • rtag • te / byas • pa mi 

• rtag • pai • p’yir • ies • pa 'm / 

rtag • ste • ma • byas • pai • p'yir • 
^es • bya • ba • Ita • bu 'o / hdi • 
la • p’yogs * kyi • c’os » nid • du * 
na • yod • pa • ma • yin • gyi / dpei 

• mts’an • nid • du • yod • pa • ma • 

yin • pas • ni • 

rtags • ni • he • bar * sbyor • las • hdod/ 

p. s. in, 14. 

hdir • p’yogs • kyi - c>s* ni • 

fie • bar • sbyor • ba • las* bstan • 

par ■ bya • ste • 


PSV. b. fol. 130 b, 1.4. 

dper • na • sgra * rtag • pa • ma 

• yin • te • byas • pa • mi • rtag • pai 
. p’yir . ram / rtag* • pa • ni • ma • 
byas • pai • p’yir • ro / ies • bya • 
ba • Ita • bu • ’o / hdi • la • p’yogs • 
kyi • c’os • nid • yod • pa • ma • yin 

• gyi • dpei • mts’an • hid • ni • yod 

• pai • p’yir • ro / 

gtan • ts’igs • he • bar • sbyor • las 
* hdod • 

hdir • p’yogs • kyi • c’os • ni • 
he • bar • sbyor • bas • bstan • pa » 
yin • te / de • Itar • yah • sgra ' ni • 
ma • yin • no • its * bya • ba • Ita • 
bu • ’ 0 . 


^0 P.S. Ill, 14 *) xyk: rtags 

bsgrub • bya • gah • la • rtags • rjes • hgro • 
med • pa • med - par • brjod * par • bya • 
der • ni • lha • pa • dpe • yin • no • 
gtan • ts’igs • he • bar • sbyor • las • hdod* 

The first half of this kdriha is quoted by Uddyotakara, NV. pag. 137: 

sadhyendnugamo hetoh sadhyahJidve ca ndstitd, 

I do not find this verse in Randle's Fragments. Cfr. below kdrikd 10. 
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fore it is evident that the formulation of the avlta does not re- 
present a different cause of knowledge. 

This I have explained at length in my refutation of the 
Sahkhya system, and therefore there is no need to discuss [again] 
in detail these wrong doctrines^^)^ 

This paksadharma [as I have already said in the kdrikd] can 
be of three kinds, that is it may be either resident or non-resi- 
dent or resident and non-resident in the affirmative instances. 
„In the kdrikd [the word.] ''or” has been left out [metri causa]. 
There (viz. in the kdrikd) "positive instance” (sapaksa) is 
called that particular instance [only], which is analogous to the 
predicate to be proved; in fact every object can be an instance. 
On the*other hand the absence of the proSandum (non-P) is called: 
"negative instance” vipaksa^^). But this vipaksa is neither 


* 2 ) On the avitUy see Vacaspatimisra on Sahkhyakarika 5, and Uddyota- 
kara NV. pag. 123. On this passage of Uddyotakara, cfr. Jacobi: Vita und 
avlta in: Ahs Indiens Kultury Festgabe Richard von Garbe, 1927, pag. 8fII. 

We know from this passage that Dinnaga devoted a sdstra to the re- 
futation of the Sahkhya system; of this work I cannot find any mention in other 
sources. This book must have been one of the first written by him, as it 
is anterior to the Nyayamukha, which is quoted in the Pramanasamuc- 
caya. According to Shen T^ai this work consisted of 6000 slokas. 


On the criticism of the avlta cfr. 

PSV. a fol. 48 b, 1. 2. 
gah • du • bsal • ’ohs • kyis • brjod 

• la/ 

gtan • ts’igs • med • par • hgyur • 
ba • ni // 

dpe • gnis • las • de • grub • p'yir • ro / 
gah • yah • bsal • te • 'ohs • pas 

• brjod • na • ni • gtan • ts’igs -med 
par • t'al • bar • hgyur • bar • brjod 

• par • bya • ’o / de • bsal • ba • las 
- skye • ba • ni • ma • yin . te / rgyu 

• la • med • pas • na • t’a • dad • du 

• t’al • bar • hgyur • bai • p'yii* • ro / 


PSV. b. fol. 130 b, .16. 
rtags • med • par • ni • t’al • ba • gah / 
bsal • te • ’ohs • pas • brjod • na • ni// 
de • ni « dpe • gnis • las • grub • 
p’yir/ 

'ga’ • tig • bsal • te • ’ohs • par • 
gtan • ts’igs • med • par • t’al • bar 

• brjod • par • byed • pa • ni • gsal * 
ba • ni • med • pa • skye • ba • ma 
yin • 4er/ t’a • dad • par • t’al • ba* 

• p’yir f ro / 


Then follows a detailed discussion on the avlta theory, which has been studied 
by me in another paper. 


«) PSV. a. fol. 49 a, I. 7 
de • la • yod • pa • grub • pa • 
ni . bsgrub . par • bya • c’os • kyi . 
spyis • p’yogs • dah . mt’un • pai . 
p’yogs / mts’uhs • pai . don • t’ams 


PSV. b. fol. 131 b, I. 4 
don • t’ams • cad • p'yogs • su • 
byas • pas * fie • bai • p’yir • bsgrub 

• par • bya * bai • c’os • kyis - spyis 

• mt’un • pai • p’yogs • so / ci 
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contradictory to, nor what is simply different from the sapaksa. 
In fact if it were contradictory to the positive instance, it yvould 
necessarily represent the mere exclusion of that**). If, on the 
other hand, the negative instance is considered as what is simply 
different*^), then the necessary consequence is, that there would 
be no reason. But if we follow [our] logical rule, then (the reason): 
“because it is a product” can prove, [not only] the predicate: 
“non-eternal”, [but also the predicate]: “anatman”, because there 
is no contradiction*®). If a reason can prove a probandum contra- 

. cad • p'yogs • ies • bya • ba • ste • • ste • mi • mt’un • pai • p’yogs • 

de • yan • bsgrub • bya • c'os • so / gan • yin • srog • c’ags • kyi • rigs • 

’on • mi • mt’un • pai • p'yogs ma • yin • no • 2es • bya • ba • gian 

- gan • yin • • na • rnam • pa • • la » hjug • pa • dan / mi ‘^mfun * 

gzan • du • gyur • pa • nid • ni • yod pai • p’yogs ♦ la • bsod • nams • kyi 

. pa • yin • te • bsod * nams • ma • • med • do • ies • bya • dan / dnos • 

yin • pa » ^es • brjod • pa • b^in • no / po * bkag • tsam • la • med • do • 

yod • pa • bkag • pa • tsam • med • ^es • bya • ba * de • Ita • bui -rnam 

pa • yin • no • ^es • bya • ba • ni • • pa • mod • pa * yin • no / 

yod • pa • ma • yin • te / 

That is, if somebody understands the negative instance as«an instance 
contradictory to the positive one, then this would imply that the probandum 
is present in those cases in which this negative instance has been excluded. 
Thus the reason proves to be inconclusive, because it fails to indicate that 
the reason is necessarily followed by the probandum. If we take the example: 
“this place is hot, because there is fire, as a kitchen, what is cold is without 
fire, as the Himalaya”; if the negative instance is considered as merely con- 
tradictory to the positive, then all the temperate places ought to be considered 
as fiery, since they are not cold. 

Now the author replies to the second view which has been advanced 
concerning the nature of the negative instance. If this expresses what is merely 
different from the affirmative instance, then there would be no reason; 
since this would not possess those characteristics expounded in the defini- 
tion already referred to. In fact when we say: “sound is non-eternal”, this 
quality of being non-eternal, which is predicated of sound, is different from 
the predicate anatman^ that*c5n be equally well applied to sound. Thus, if 
the opponent’s theory be t?ue, andtman should be the negative instance of: 
“non-eternal”. But the reason holds good for either; therefore it could not 
be considered as a reason, because we have seen that M is M, only when 
it is absolutely non-resident in all non-P. 

For these theories cfr. Buddhist logic before Dihnaga. 

PSV. a. fol. 49 b, 1. 4 PSV. b. fol. 132 a, 1. 1 

de • la • re • tig / de* • [las] • de • la * re • :^ig • 

g^an • dan • de * hgal • te / de • las • gian • dari • de • hgal • ba/ 

mi • mt’un • p’yogs • rnams • ghis • gnis • po • yan • mi • mt’un • 

pa • yah// p'yogs • [ma •] yin / 

*) deest in xyl. gtan • ts’igs • 
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dictory to it, then we have the logical error known as the con- 
tradictory, that is a fallacy of the reason (hetvabhasa). 

[in fact], the contradictory predicate is just like the non-con- 
tradictory, in the sense that it is certainly absent wherever the 
predicate to be proved is absent. — [The reason, as explained 
by me] is not [inponclusive], like the (merely apodictic) reason: 
“as a pot”. This.infact proves to be doubtful, because the reason is 
(also) present where there is no presence of that [pot.]^’). — In 
fact we evidently perceive that the quality of being a product 
is present in objects other than the pot as cloth etc., but we do 


rtags • med • pas • ni • hgal • ba • ste / 
nam - par • dpyad • pa • las • hgyur 
• yin // 

gal • te • yan • mt^un • pai • 
p’yogs • la • sogs • pa • las • g^an • 
de • mi • mt^un • pai • p’yogs • yod • 
pa • des • na • gtan • ts'igs • med • par 

• hgyur • ro / hdi • Itar • yan • mt'un 

• pai • • la • yod • pai • byas 

• pa • Aid • la • sogs • pa * de • ni • 
mi • rtag • pa • la • sogs • pa • las • 
g^an • du • sdug * bshal • la • sogs • 
pa • la • yah • yod • pa • yin • no / 
mt’un • pai - p’yogs • dan • hgal • 
ba • mi • mt’un • pai • p’yogs • yin,* 
mod * kyis • kyah • des • gah • de • 
la • med • pa • nid • rnam • par • 
dpyad • nas • bsgrub • bya • go • bar 

• byed * do / de • Itar • na • yah • hdi 

• ni • mei • dro • ba • yod • do • ies 

• pas • grab . reg • med • par • mei • 
reg - pa * las • go • bar • byed « do / 
de • ni • dro • reg • ma • yin • pa • 
la • gran • reg • ma • yin • pa • med • 
pa • yah • ma • yin • no • 


med • dah • hgal • ba • las / 

rnam • par • gcod • par • t’al • bar 

hgyur / / 

gal • te • mt’un • pai • p’yogs • 
las • gian - pa • gah • yin • pa • de • 

mi • mt’un • pai • p’yogs - yin • na 

dei • p’yir • gtan • ts’igs • med • pa • 
nid • fob • ste / byas • pa * Aid • la 

• sogs • pai • mfun • pai • p’yogs • 
la • yod • pa • gah • yin • pa / sdug • 
bshal • la • sogs • pai • mi • rtag ■ pa 

• la • sogs • pa • g^an • la • yah • yod • 
pa • yin • no / gal * te • yah • mfun 

• pai * p’yogs • dah • hgal • ba • de 

• mi • rfifun • pai • p’yogs • yin • 

no • ie • na / dei • p’yir • gah • k’o 

• na • la • med • pa * de • bsgrub • 
bya • la • rnam • par • bead * pa • de 

• rtogs • par • hgyur • te / de • Itar • 
yah • me * hdi • la • dro ^ ba • yod 

• do • 2:es • bya • ba • la • mei • yul 

• du • grab . ba • med • pa • rtogs 

• par ‘ byed • kyi / dro • ba • dah • 

gran <r ba • med • par * yah • ma 
yin • no*^ 


*’) That is the sapaksa and the vipaksa must have the characteristics 
already referred to. In fact if we were to consider as a sapaksa the mere instance 
as given in the apodictic example: “as a pot”, then, whatever is not a pot, 
could be considered a vipaksa. In this case cloth etc. would be the vipaksa 
of pot. But as in cloth the cause: “because it is a product“ is also present, the 
reason, being present in the positive as well as in the negative instance, would 
prove inconclusivfe. But according to Dihnaga the notion of sapaksa is deter- 
mined by the fact that it is a product, a quality that is comihon to the sub- 
ject, as well as to all the analogous instances, while the vipaksa is not the mere 
absence of the sapaksa, but it is the absolute absence of P. 
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not see that this reason is resident in the, andtman as something 
distinct from the non-eternal. 

Now somebody may ask: ‘*how can a predicate of a different 
subject C'pot”) be resident in a different place (''sound”)?” 
The reply is that, since they are analogous^®), the two predicates 
cannot be called different. [Moreover] we said that (the pre- 
dicate as shown by the reason "viz.: product, as a pot" is just 
that (of the subject: sound = product) and therefore there is 
Since sound as well as pot are equally a product. 

PSV. a. fol. 49 b. I. 7. PSV. b, fol. 132 a, 1. 4. 


mt'un • p yogs • la • med. • min • pa • 
fiid / 

mts’an • fiid . gcig • hid • yin • mod • 
kyah // 

don • du • ma • la • hjug • pai • 
rigs / gafi • hdi • Itar • mt’un • pai 

• p’yogs • su • med • ni • mt’un • 
p’yogs • la • med • pa • hid • do • 
zes • mt’un • pai • p’yogs • la • med 
. pa • ma • yin pa • ni • mt’un • 
pai • p’yogs • la • yod • pa • ste / de 

• gtan • ts’igs • yin » pas • na • byas 

• pa • hid • ni / ji • Itar • mi • rtag • 
pa • hid • du • rtags • yin • pa • b^in 

• du • bdag • med • pa • la • sogs • 
pa • la • yah • sbyar(?) • par • bya 

• ’o / hdi ‘ Itar • de • bdag • med • 

pa * la • sogs • pa • la • med • pa • 

ma * yin • pa • yah • bdag • med • 
la • yod * pa • yin • no / ci • ste • 
yah • hdi • ni • spyi • las • t’e • ts’om 

• du • hgyur • ba • yin • no * ^e • na/ 

byas • pa • hid • spyi • yin • yah • 

rtag • pa • dah • bdag • med • pa • 

la • sogs * pa • rnams • la • bfinT • pa 

• la • sogs • b2:in • du • t’e * ts’om • 
du ‘ hgyur • ba • ni * ma • yin • na / 
spyi • las • rjes • hgro • blun • po • min / 

spyi • t’ams * cad * t’e • ts’om 

• gyl * I’gyii * ma • yin • te / bum • 
pa • ni • byas • na • hid • yin • la * 
Bum * pa • ma • yin • pa • la • yah 

• mt’oh • ba • yin • no / byas • pa * 
hid • mi • rtag'« pa • la • sogs • pa • 
la • yah • med • par • mt’oh • ba • 
ni • ma • yin • te / t’ams • cad - du * 


dei • p’yir • mt’un • p’yogs • med • 
pa • hid / 

de • Itar • mts’an • hid • las^ gcig • 
kyah / / 

du • mai • don • ni • rtogs • par • rigs / 
gal • te « mt’un • pai • p’yogs • 
med • pa • ni • mt’un • pai • p’yogs • 
yin • pa • des • ni • mi • mt’un • 
p’yogs • la • med • do • ^es • bya • 
ba • ni / gah * mt’un • p’S^ogs • med 

• pa • la • med • pa • dah • mt’un • 
pai • p’yogs • la • yod • pa • de • 
gtan • ts’igs • yin • pai • p’yir • ji 

• Itar • byas • pa • hid • mi • rtag 

• pa * la • gtan • ts’igs * yin • pa • 

de • bzin • du / bdag • med • pa • 
la • sogs • pa • rnams • la • yah • 

rigs • pa • yin • te / de • Itar • na • 

de • bdag • med • pa • la • sogs • 

pa • med • pa • la • yah • med / 

bdag • med • pa * rnams • la * yah 

• yod * pa ' yin • no / ’on • te • spyi 

• la • t’e • ts’om • du • hgyur * ba 

• de • yah • yod * pa • yin • te / 
byas • pa • hid • ni • mi • rtag • pa 

• dah • bdag • med • pa • la • sogs • 
pa • rnams • kyi • spyi • yin • te / 
bum • pa • la ' sogs • pa • rnams • 
la • Itar • t’e • ts’om • hid • du * hgyur 

• 2:e • na / 

rjes - hgro • spyi • las • blun • po • min/ 
spyi • t’ams • cad . ni • t’e • 
ts’om • gyi • rgyu • ma • yin • te / 
snam • bu • la • sogs • pa • med * 
par • bum • pa • byas • pa • hid * du 

• mt’oh • ba • yin • la / mi • rtag • 
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Giuseppe Tucd: 


not such a mistake [as supposed by you]. Nor can you object: 
“if the two [predicates, that is “product” as resident in the pot, 
and “product” as resident in sound] are not considered as being 
different, how then, is it possible to call this reason a predicate 
resident in the subject (jpaksadharmaY'’ 7 In fact as regards the 
paksadharma, we say that it is certainly a predicate of the sub- 
ject, but we do not want to say that it is only (eva) the 
predicate of the subject. If you insist on saying that if it 
be so, the positive instance also could be called paksa I reply that 
this objection is invalid, because a different notion, [such as 
“pot” which is different from “sound”] declares the probandum 
[viz. “nora-eternal”, since the disputant as well as the opponent 
agree ‘about the non-eternity of “pot”]. About the reason [viz. 
“because it is a product”] there is no difference [of opinion 
between the disputants]. Therefore it can prove the inference. 
Thus there is no fallacy in it. 

Each [of the three characteristics referred to above] presents 
three aspiects [according as the predicate does or does not reside 
in the positive instances etc.]^®). 

[I. aspect or first triad]: resident in the positive instance, 
but: either 

a) resident in the negative instance, 

or b) non-resident in the negative instance, 

or c) resident and non-resident in the negative instance. 

[II. aspect or triad]: non-resident in the positive instance, 
[but: either. 

a) resident in the negative instance, 

or b) non-resident in the negative instance, 

or c) resident and non-resident in4he negative instance]®®). 


gtan • ts’igs • kyi . mts’an • nid • 
dan • Idan • pai • p’yir • rnam . par 
bead • pa • la • gtan • ts’igs • yin • no • 


**) Cfr. karika II. 
*) The text has 


pa • dan • bdag • med • pa • la • 
sogs • pa • la • med • pa • la • ni • 
byas • pa • ftid • mt’ofi • bas • t’ams 

• cad • la • gtan • ts’igs • kyi • mt’san 

• nid • dan • Man • pai • p’yir • rnam 
- par . good • pai • gtan • ts’igs 
yin • no / 


only: “and in either way”. 
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[III. aspect, or triad] resident and non-resident in the posi- 
tive instance, but: 

a) either resident in the negative instance, 
or b) non-resident in the negative instance, 
or c) resident and non-resident in the negative instance] 
Suppose that [a Vaisesika establishes] the proposition that 
[sound] is non-eternal, and that no negative instance at all [is 
admitted by the opponent, as it happens when] he argues [against 
an opponent] who does not accept the existence [of any negative 
instance, such as] ether etc., how then would it be possible to 
show that this [reason] is non-resident in that [negative instance?]. 
[The reply is that] if that [negative instance] does not exist, [it 
is evident that the predicate] does not reside in it; then, ^ since 


there is no possibility of doubt 
is non-existent^2^. 

The text has: “each has the 
PSV. a, foL 50. a. 1. 4. 
p’yogs • kyi • c’os • de • nid • 
rnam • pa • gsum • du • dbye • ste / 
mUun • pai • p’yogs • la • yod • pa • 
dan • med • pa • gnis • kar • ro / dan 

• iQS • pa * ni • p’yis • bcug • pa’o / 
de • Ita • ma • yin • na • de • ghis • 
nid • slar • bzlas • par • hgyur • ro / 
yah • de • dag • re • re • la • yah • 
gsum*) • du • dbye • bar • bya • ste/ 
gah • mt’un • pai • p’yogs • la • yod • 
pa • de • nid • mi • mt’un • pai • 
p’yogs • la * yod • pa • dah • med * 
pa • dah • yod • med • gftis • kar • 
ro / de • b2:in • du • mt’un • pai • 
p’yogs • la • med * pa • dah • gnis • 
ka • la • yah * dbye • ba • de*- -^id • 
do • 

*) twice in the xyl. 

P.S.V. a, just after the passage 
quoted in the preceding note. 

gah • gi - ts’e • hdi • Itar • mi 

• rtag • pa • hid • nam mk’a’ • la • sogs 

• pai • p’yogs • la • yod • par • k’as 

• mi • len • pa / dei • ts’e • mi • mt’un 

• pai • p’yogs • la - med • pa • hid • 


:, such a fallacy [as pointed out] 

same three aspects”. 

PSV. b. fol. 132 b. 1. 2. 
p’yogs • kyi • c’os • »de • hid • 
gah • mt’un • p’yogs • la • yod • med 

• gni • ga • dah • 2es • rnam • pa • 
gsum * du • dbye - bar - bya • ste / 
dah • sgra • ni • p’yi • pai • p’yir • 
ro / g^an • du • hdi • dag • k’o • na • 
ghi • gar • brjod • par • rtogs • par 

• hgyur • ro / yah • hdi • dag • re • 
re • rnam • pa • gsum • du • bdye • 
bar • bya • ste • gah • mt’un • pai • 
p’yogs • la • yod • pa • de • mi • 
mt’un • pai • p’yogs • la • yod • pa • 
dah • med • pa • dah • yod • med - 
ghi • ga • ies • bya • bas • so / de • 
b^in - du • mt’un * pai • p’yogs • la 

• med • pa • dah • ghi • ga • la • yah 

• rnam • par • dbye • ba • de • hid • 
du • bya’o • 

P.S.V. b. (id.) 

de • Itar • ni • gah • gi • mt’un • 
pai • p’yogs • hid - med • par • hgyur 
- te / mi • rtag • pa • hid - p’yogs - 
yin • pa • na • nam •' mk’a’ ■ la • sogs 

• pa • k’as • mi • len - pai • p’yir - 
dei • ts’e • ji • Itar • de • la • med • 
ces • brjod • par • bya • ste / dei • 
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Giuseppe Tucci: 


I. 


Thus we have nipe types of paksadharma. I shall briefly 
indicate their characteristics according to the order already 
referred to: 

1) Sound is eternal, because knowable (inconclusive); 

2) sound is non-eternal, because a product (valid); 

3) sound is the effect of some exertion, because non-eternal 
(inconclusive); 

[4) sound is eternal, because a product (contradictory); 

's) sound is eternal, because audible (inconclusive); 

6) sound is eternal, because the effect of some exertion (con- 
tradictory); 

'71 sound is not the effect of some exertion, because non- 
eternal (inconclusive); 

[ 8) sound is non-eternal, because the effect of some exertion 
(valid); 

I 9) sound is eternal, because intangible (inconclusive)®^). 


II. { 


III. 


de • dan • mi • hbrel • bar • ji • Itar ts’e • t'e • ts'om • nid • yod • pa - 

• brjod • • na / dei • ts’e • yafi • t’e ma • yin • te • de • med • pai • p’yir 

• ts’om • pa • nid * de • de • med • • de • la • mi • hjugs • pas • nes * pa 

pa • yin • pai • p’yir • de -la • hjug • hdi • med • do • 

• pa • med • pas • skyon • de • med 

• pa • nid • do • 

This is the hetucakra referred to above. Cfr. note 17. 


Ibid. 

p’yogs • kyi * c’os • dgu * po • 
de • dag • gi • dper • brjod • pa • rim • 

pa • biin • du • bstan • par • byas • 

te / dgu • po • hdi ’h • mig • dgu • 

la • rim • pa • biin • bris • nas • 

p'refi • gis • gyen • mt’ur . la • 
mt’un • p’yogs • gi • gsum • mo / 
hp’reh * la • ni • mi • mt’un • p’yogs • 
kyi • gsum • mo / p’yogs • biis ^ 

rah • bzin • dan • hbras • bu . la • 

sogs • par * ses • par * bya • ’o / 

sgra • rtag * ste • gzal • bya • yin • 

pai • p’yir • ro /mi • rtag • ste * byas • 
pai • p’yir • ro / mi • rtag . pai • 
p’yir • rtsol • ba • las * byuh • ba’o 
/byas • pai . p’yir . rtag • pa’o / rtag • 
ste • mnan • bya • yin • pai • p’yir • 
ro / rtag • ste • rtsol • ba • las • byuh • 
bai . ,p’yir • ro / mi • rtag • pai • 
p’yir * rtsol • ba * las • ma • byuh * 


Ibid. 

p’yogs • kyi • c’os • dgu • po ‘ 
hdi • dag • go • rims • ci • Ita • ba; 

• biin * du • dpe • dah • sbyar • 

bar • bya • ste / gial • bya • yin • 

pai • p’yir • rtag • go / byas • pai • 

p’yir • mi • rtag • go / mi • rtag • 

pai • p’yir • rtsol *^ba • las • byuh • 

ba ’p / byas • pai - p’yir • rtag • 
go / mhan • bya • yin • pai • p’yir • 
rtag • go / rtsol • ba • las • byuh • 
bai . p’yir • rtag • go / mi • rtag • 
pai • p’yir • rtsol • ba • las • byuh * 
ba • ma • yin • no / rtsol • ba • las • 
byuh • bai • p’yir * mi • rtag • go / [rtag 

• ste] • reg • par • bya • ma • yin 

• pai • p’yir • ro / 2es • bya • ba • 
de * rnams • bsdu • bai « ts’igs • su • 
bead • pa • ni ^ 
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1 have included these nine varieties of thepafcsad/mrma 
in the two following kdrikds: 

V. The majors, which have: ‘'knowable and so on” for their 
middle terms, are: eternal, non-eternal, effect of some exer- 
tion; [in the middle triad] (nos. 4 — 6 of the table); eternal; 
and [in the last triad]: not the effect of some effort, non 
-eternal, eternal. 

VI. The nine middle terms used to prove eternality and the other 
majors are: knowable, product, non eternal, product, audible, 
effect of some exertion, non eternal, effect of some exertion, 
intangible®^). 

Reasons such as those specified [in these two karikas] 
are either [valid] or contradictory or inconclusive reasons; 
therefore a karika says®®): 

Vll. Among these, [a middle term] which is present in either of 
the two [possible] ways in the positive instance and is 
absent in the negative instance is a valid reason. [A reason] 


ba ’o / rtsol • ba • las • byufi • bai • 
p'yir • mi • rtag • pa 'o / rtag • 
ste • reg • par • byas * pa • ma • yin • 
pai • p’yir • ro / ies • bya • ba • 
mams • te / de • dag • gi • bsdu • bai • 
ts'igs • su • bead • pa • ni / 


I have adapted here the translation by Randle, p. 21. The two 
stanzas are quoted in the NVTT. pag. 290: 

nityanitya-prayatnottha-madhyamatrika-sasvatah 
ayatnanityanityas ca prameyatvadisadhanah 
prameyakrtakanityakrtasravanayatnajah 
anityayatnajasparsa nityatvadisu te nava. 

The second kdrikd onlj^^can be found in 
P.S. II. 20: 

gzal • bya • byas • dafi • mi * rtag • dan ‘ 

byas • dan • mhan • run • rtsol • las • byuh • 

mi • rtag • rtsol • byuh • reg • bya • min • 
rtag • sogs • rnams * la • de • dgu • 'o. 

P.S.V. a. 50. b. 1. 4. P S.V. b. fol. 133. a. 1.1. 

de • Itar . bye • ba • rnams • de • Itar • bye • bas • gtan • ts^igs 

gtan • ts’igs • hgal • ba • dan • ma * • dan • hgal • ba • dan •/ ma * hes 

hes • pa • nid • du • brjod -^par * bya pa • rnams • brjod • par • byas • te • 

• ste • 
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Giuseppe Tucci: 


which differs from this is either contradictory or incon- 
clusive^®). 

Among these [nine possible reasons] only two are called 
‘Valid [reasons]”, that is that which is present in all positive 
instances and absent in all negative instances, and that which 
is present in some, and absent in other positive instances, but 
absent in all negative instances. 

They correspond to the middle [item] in the first and the 
last triad. [Viz.: “sound is non-eternal, because a product”; 
“sound is non-eternal because the effect of some exertion”]. [We 
add] again: Two [reasons] only are called contradictory, because 
they prove the opposite. This means that the reason is present 
eithercin all or in some of the negative instances, but absolutely 
absent in the positive. They correspond to the first and the 
third [items] of the second triad. The other five reasons, [beside 
the two valid and the two contradictory ones], are called incon- 
clusive, since they can be valid reasons as well as contradictory; 
thus they convey a doubt.® 


66) nvtT pag. 289: 

tatra yah san sajatlye dvedha casams tad atyaye 
sa hetur viparito 'smad viruddho ’nyas tv anikitah. 
PSllI, 21 : der • gah • mt’un • p’yogs • la • yod • dan • 
rnam • gnis • de • med • la • med • pa • 
de * rtags • de * las • bzlog * pa • ni • 
hgal * ba • glan • ni • ma • hes • nid. 


Ibid. 1. 3. 4. 

gafi . 2ig • mt’un * p’yogs • la • 
yod • pa • de • bsgrub • bya * med • 
pas • te / gah • yah • mt’un • pai • 
p’yogs • la * med • de • gnis • bsgrub • 
bya • med • pa • la • med • pa • 
nid • ni • dah • po • dah • t’a • gsum • 
poi « dbus • na • mod / hdi • las • 
bzlog • na • ni • hgal • ba • ste / 
p’yin • ci • log • tu • sgrub • par • 
byed • pa ’o / de * Ita • bui • hgal • 
ba - mi • mt’un • pai • p’yogs • la • 
yod * pa . gflis * po • ni / mt’un • 
pai • p’yogs • la • med . pa • ste / 
gnis • pa * gsum • poi • sar * dah • 
nub ‘ na • mod / hgal • ba . g5:an • 
gah • yod • do • / gah • bsgrub • 
bya • la • gnod • pa • sgrub • par • 


Ibid. 1. 1. 

gah • mt’un • pai • p’yogs • la • 
yod . la • bsgrub • bya • med • pa • 
la • med • pa • dah - gah • mt’un • 
pai • p’yogs • la • rnam • pa • gftis • 
yin • la / bsgrub • bya • med • pa • 
la ^rned * pa * nid • kyi • gtan • 
ts’igs ‘^ni • gnis • k’o • na • yin • 
te / dah • po • dah • mt’a * mai • 
gsum • pai • bar • ma • dag • yin • 
no / de • las • bzlog • pa • ni • hgal • 
ba • yin / p’yin • ci • log • tu • 
bsgrub • pai • p’yir • hgal • ba • ni • 
rnam ‘ pa • gnis - k’o • na • yin • te • 
bsgrub • bya * med • pa - la • yod • 
pa • dah . gnis • ka • yin • la / mt’un • 
pai • p’j^gs * la • ni • med • pa * 
k’o • na . te • gsum • pa • gnis • pai 
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Moreover, in the above definition of the characteristics of 
the valid reason etc., 1 have always used the singular case, in 
order to show that each of the notions [thus defined] belongs 
to one single class. But I do not refer to [two reasons] having 
two characteristics and which prove to be contradictory when 
applied [in a discussion] to the same subject, although, [if se- 
parately taken], they are a valid reason; nor do I refer to [incon- 
clusive reasons] which are avyapaka (too-narrow), since they are 
equally used as regards one single propriety^®). 


byed • pa'o / dper •> na • t'a • dad • 
rnams • kyi • hdus • pa • hid • gicin • 
gyi • don • sgrub ♦ par • byed • pa • 
Aid . la • hdus * pa • yin • pai • p’yir * 
g^an • gyi • don • sgrub • po • ^es • 
bya • ba • Ita • bu • ste / de • ni • 
du • ma • don • sgrub • pa • yin • 
pai • p'yir • rtags • gflis • poi • k’ofis • 
su • hdus • pa - nid • yin • pas • 
na • dgu * po • las • p*yi • rol • tu • 
g5:ag • pa • ma • yin • no / gian • 
rnams • ma • fies • pa ’o / Ihag • 
ma • rnams • Iha • pa • ni • gtan • 
tshgs • sam / hgal • ba • nid • du • 
ma • hes • pa • ste / t’e • ts’om • gyi • 
rgyu ’o • ies • pai • t’a • ts'ig • go • 


gyas • dan • gyon • pa • dag • go / 
gah • bsgrub • bya • la • gnod • par . 
byed • pa • bsgrub • pai • hgal • 
ba • g^an • yah • yod • pa • yin • te / 
dper • na • k'yad • par • rnams • lus • 
pa • yin • na • g^an • gyi • don • 
sgrub • par • byed • pa • nid • yin • 
la • hdus • pa • gian . yah • bsgrub • 
par • byed’ • pa • a*n • yin / de • 
ni • don • du • ma • bsgjub • par * 
byed . pas • gtan • ts’igs • nid • du • 

hdus • pai • p'yir • dgu • po • las • 

p^yi • rol • du * gnas • pa • ma • 
yin • no / g2:an • ni • ma • hes • 
hid / lhag * ma • rnam • pa • lha • 
po • ni • gtan • ts'igs • dah • hgal • 
ba • nid • du • ma • hes • pas • t’e • 

ts’om • gyi • rgyu ‘ yin • no * ies • 

bya • bai • don • to • 


For the definition of the viruddha as given in N. M and in P. S: 
viparlta-sadhanat, cfr.: Prasastapadabhasya: yo hy anumeye ’vidyamane 
’pi tat-samanajatlye sarvasmin nasti tad-viparlte casti, sa viparltasadhanad 
viruddhah (pag. 341). On the classification of the viruddha cfr. N. P. 
pag. 5; N.B. and NBT. The istavighdtakrt accepted by Dihnaga is criticised 
by Dharmakirti. 

Here Dihnaga explmns how there are, for him, six anaikdntiha, 
since he considers as such the viruddha-avyabhicarin and the asadharana. The 
following paragraphs are meant to give the reasons for such a view. The pas- 
sage referring to the viruddha avyabhicdrin is of a very great importance as 
regards the problem of the chronological relation between Dihnaga and 
Prasastapada. In fact it is almost verbatim quoted and refuted in the Pra- 
sastapddabhdsya: ekasmims ca dvayor hetvor yathoktalaksanayor viruddhayor 
sannipdte sati samsayadarsandd ayam anyah sandigdha iti kecit (pag. 342). 
P.S.V. a, fol. 51. a. 1. 1. * P.S.V. b. fol. 133 a. 1. 6. 

gtan * ts’igs * la • soga • pa • hdi • hdir . yah • gtan . ts’igs - la 

dag • t’ams * cad • la • yah • brjod . sogs • pai • mts’an • hid * t’ams * cad 
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Giuseppe Tucci: 


Some say: “It is logical to admit only four kinds of reasons 
called inconclusive, because they are in both ways in the affir- 
mative as well as in the negative instances. But how can the 
cause: because [sound] is audible, be an inconclusive one?”69). 


par • hdod • pai • grans • gcig • fiid / 
rigs • dan • rdsas • las • ses • par • 

bya ’o / 2es • pai • ts’ig • gi • Iha • 

ma ’o / gan • yafi • grans • gcig • 
ces • pa • ni • hdir • gan • rigs • dan • 

mt’un • par • yod • pa'o • ies • 

bya • ba • la • sogs • pa • de • brjod * 

par . hdod • pa • ste / ci • pyir • 

ie • I 

hgal • ba • dag • la • t’e • ts’om • p’yir / 

gal • te • gan • p'yir * hga* * • 

• mts’an • hid • gnis • su -brjod • 

pa • dag • las • grans • gcig • par - 

ni • mt’on • ba • hid • de / dper • 

na - sgra • la • byas • pa • fiid • dan • 
mhan • bya • dag • la • rtag • dan • 

mi • rtag • pa • fiid • du • t'e • ts’om 

• za • ba • yin • no • ies / 

de • biln • t'e • ts'om • rtags • nid • las • 
gcig • tu • fies • par • mt'ofi • ba*)-yin// 
dper • na • sgra • la • mig • gis / 
gzun • bya • ma • yin • pa • dan • 
mnon • sum • pa • nid • dag • las • 
sgra • ni • rdsas • kyan • ma • yin - 
la • las • kyan • ma • yin • no • ies • 
fies • pa • yin • no / dei • p*yir • 
brjod • par • hdod • gcig • fiid • do/ 


la / grans • gcig • la • ni • rigs • pa • 
yin • no / dnos • poi • rigs • la • 

ses • par • bya 'o • ^es • bya • ba • 

ni • ts’ig • gi • Ihag • ma 'o / hdir • 

yan • grans • gcig • pa • der • gan - 

mt'un • p'yogs • la • yod • dan / 
ies • bya • ba - de • Ita • bu • sogs 

• pa • rnams • la • de • rigs • pa • yin 

• no / cii • p’y^r • ie • na • 

hgal • ba • dag • la • t’e • ts’om • p'yir 
gah • gi - p’yir * bsad • pai - 
mts'an • fiid • can • gyi • hgal • ba / 
dag • gcig • la • t’e • ts’om * bskyed • 
pa • dag • mt'on • ste • dper - na - 
byas • pa - dan • mfian • par • bya 

• ba • dag • las • sgra • la • rtag • pa • 
dan • mi • rtag • pa • dag • fiid • la • 
t'e • ts’om • za • ba • biin • no • ' 

de • biin • t’e • ts’om • gtan • ts’igs 
. dag / 

gcig * la • nes • pa • mt’on • ba • yin // 
dper • na • mig • gis **)• giuh 

• bar • bya • ba • ma • yin - pa • 
fiid • dan • mnon • sum • dag • gi • 
sgra • la • rdsas • dan • sgra • las • 
ma • yin • pa • hid • dus • nes * pa • 
ies • bya • ba’ • Ita • bu ’o / dei • 
p’yir • gcig • hid - rigs • pa • yin • no • 


) Cfr. for this objection the passage of Piasastapada already referred to. 


*) xyl • ma • 

♦*) xyl - gi 

59 

P.S.V.a,foI.51b. 1.5. 
gal - te • rnam - pa • bii • po • 
t’e • ts’om • gyi - gtan • ts’igs • su 
• hgyur • ba • ni • gnis • ka • la • 
yod • pai • p’yir • yin • na / ’on * 
mhan • par - bya • ba • hid - ji • 
Itar • it • na • t’yn • mon • ma • yin • 
pai - p’yir • ro / gah . t’un • moh • 
ma - yin • pai • bsgrub • par » byai 
' c’os • dan • cig • sos • des • t’a • 


P.S.V.b. fol. 134. a. 1.4. 
re • ilg • rnam • pa • hti • po • 
ni • ghi • ga - la • yod • pai • p’yir • 

t’e • ts’om • gyi • rgyu • hid • du • 

rigs * pa • yin • na - t’un • moh • 

ma • yin • pa • yin • pai • p’yir • 

mhan - par . bya • ba • hid - ji • 
Itar • 2:e • na / gah • bsgrub • byai • 
c’os • t’un • moh • ma • yin • pa • 
des • k’yad • par • ji - srid • pa • de 
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[I reply]: ‘‘because it is too-narrow (asadhdrana),''' When [the 
predicate of the middle term] is too narrow it includes all the 
possible varieties of the predicate to be proved. Therefore 
it is absolutely a doubtful reason. In fact it is merely included 
in the subject, as possessing that particular nature; thus it is 
deprived of one of the [necessary] aspects of the reason, [that is, 
it does not reside in any positive instance.] 

A reason too-general is a reason indefinite. It is only that 
reason which is not contradictory in either aspect [that is the 
positive and the negative one]; this fact represents its nature 
of being a doubtful reason®®. 

[Moreover], as regards those [other inconclusive reasons], 
they can be also valid reasons in either [of the two possib!e''ways, 

dad • pai • dfios • po • t’ams • cad t'ams • cad • bsdus * pa • de • la • 

. bsdus • pai • p’yir • de • la • Ue • Ve • ts'om • gyi • rgyu • yin • te • de 

ts'om • gyi • gtan . ts’igs • te / de • srid • c'os • bsdus • pai • p’yii* • dan 

dan • Idan • pa • des • bsdus • pai • • mt'a* • gcig • tu • Idog • pai • 

p’yir • ro • gan • mt'a* • gcig • las • p'yir • ro • 

kyan • ma • log • pa • ste • 

The meaning is that the asadharana is also an inconclusive reason, be- 
cause it expresses a peculiarity of the subject inherent in it, and, as such is 
accepted by all disputants, whatever opinion they may have concerning the 
predicate of the subject as expressed in the proposition e, g. eternal or non- 
eternal. 

This paragraph is meant to show the difference between the as5- 
dhdrana and the sadhdrana and to prove therefore that the author is right 
in formulating the asadharana as an independent inconclusive reason. The 
fundamental difference is that the asadharana is neither in the sapaksa nor in 
the vipaksa, while the sadhdrana is in both: 

P.S.V.a ibid. P.S.V.b. ibid. 

t’un • moh • du • rnam • par • Tun • moh • pa • gan • yin • 

bead • (corn • mi * bead) • pai * gtan pa - de • de * k'o • na • la • ies- 
• ts'igs • de • ni • de • dag • nicL>* la rnam • par • gnas • pa • med • pai • 

’o • ies • bya • gnis * ka^ dan • p'yir • gtan • ts^igs • ma • yin • te • 

mi • hgal - bas • na • t'e • ts’om^ gnis • la • mi • hgal • ba • ni * Te • 

gyi • gtan • ts^igs • nid • do • ts^om - gyi * rgyu * nid • yin • no • 

According to Shen T'ai a proposition as well as a reason can be of two 
kinds, a) large pratijnd e. g.: ** antahsarlra of the Safikhyas is not the dtman'*; 
in fact, according to the Buddhists, nothing has an dtman; b) narrow pratijnd 
e. g. ‘‘sound is non-eternaP% since there are things eternal; c) large reason 
e. g.: “because it is knowable”; this is in the sapaksa as well as in the vipaksa; 
d) narrow reason; e. g.; “because it is a product’". A large reason is valid 
for a large prop, but it becomes asadharana when used to prove a narrow prop. 
The narrow reason is valid for a large proposition as well as for a narrow one. 

Walleser. 3 
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that is in the negative as well as in the positive instances]. There- 
fore, [since the reason too general cannot be conclusive in any 
way] we consider it as a different [kind of inconclusive reason] 
in order to distinguish it form the others®). 

Some object: “the reason: “because it is audible”, is not 
asadhdrana, as you assume but it must be a valid reason when we 
discuss against a [Vaisesika who] thinks that soundness is eternal.” 
[My®2) reply is] that this argument can be valid until the op- 


SI) If we say: “sound is eternal, because it is immaterial (amurta); 
what is immaterial is eternal, like the sky; what is non-eternal is material, 
like a pot*', the reason is valid in so far as such sapaksas as ether are con- 
cerned, but becomes viruddha as regards other vipaksas, as the mental con- 
ditions ^(caittadharmas) which are immaterial, but are non-eternal. Thus, a 
reason like this is in fact inconclusive, contradictory, and valid. Then one 
could reply: “sound is non-eternal, because it is immaterial; what is imma- 
terial is non-eternal, like the mental conditions; what is material is eternal 
like the atoms.“ For the asadharana all these cases cannot take place. 


P.S.V.a. Ibid. 

gah • hdir • gnis • ka • hc'a • 
fies • par * gtan • ts’igs * de • gian 
♦ las • log • pa 'o • ies • pa • hdi • 
ni • k’yad • par • ro • 

The objection is evidently 


P.S.V.b. ibid. 

gah • yah • gni • ga • la • brten 
• pa • de • g^ah . las • Idog • pai • gtan • 
ts'igs • kyah • yin • no • ^es • bya 
. ba * hdi • ni • k’yad • par • yin • no • 
sed by the Sabdikas. 


P.S.V. a. fol52a,l. 1. 
gal • te • gah « gi • ts'e • sgra • 
rtag • par * k'as • blah • len • pa • 
dei • ts*e • hdi • gtan • ts’igs • hid • 
du - hgyur • ro • ie • na * / gal • te 
hdi • la • byas • pai • p’yir • ^es- 
pa • la • sogs . pa • mi . rtag • pa • 
Aid • kyi • gtan • ts’igs • su • nam 
‘ yah • mi • ston • na 'o • / gnis 
ka • dmigs • pai • Itar • na • ni • 
hgal • bai • don • yin • pai • p’y^r* 
t’e • ts'om • gyi . gtan • ts'igs • 
so / hdi • yah * de • fiid • hes • pa • 
ni • rjes • su • ts'ol • ba • po • rnams 
• kyi . mhon • sum . dah • Idan . 
pai • p'yir • ro • 


P.S.V.b. fol 134b. 1.7. 
de • Ita • na • gah • gi • ts’e • 
sgra • nid • rtag • par • k’as • len • 

par • byed • pa • dei • ts'e • hdi • 

gtan • ts'igs • nid • du • hgyur • ro • ze • 

na / gal • te • hdi • la • yah * ma • 

rtag • pa • hid • kyi • gtan • ts’igs • 
byas • pa • hid • la • sogs • pa • hba 

• 2ig • ston ‘ par • mi • byed . na- 
ni . hgyur • na / gni • ga • dmigs - 
pa -^la • hgal - ba ■ dag • don • gcig 

• la • rpi - srid • pai • p'yir • t'e • 
t’som • gyi • rgyu • yin - no / hdi • 
la • yah • mhon • sum • dah • luh- 
stobs • dah • Idan • pai • p'yir • de 

• k’o • na • las • hes - pa • btsal • 
bar . bya ’o • 


That is: through direct perception and through the authority of the words 
of the Buddha himself we know that sound is non-eternal. 

Thus Dihnaga has proved that there are six sandigdhas or anaikdntikas. 
They are: sddhdranaf asadharana, sapaksaikadesavTttivipaksavydpin, vipak- 
saikadesavHtisapaksavyapin, ubhayapaksaikadesavrtti, viruddhdvyahhicdri n. 
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ponent has not indicated that the reason of non-eternity is the 
fact of being a product etc. But if validity can be reached in 
either way, since contradiction regarding one and the same object 
is inadmissible, this kind of reason proves to be a doubtful reason. 
Moreover in this world the force of direct perception and of 
authority of the scripture (dgama) is stronger than any ar- 
gument and therefore we must search after truth on the basis 
of these [two means of knowledge]. In the following karikas 
I summarise [what I have said]: 

VIII. If the predicate [as expressed by the reason] is either 
too narrow (asddhdrana) or too general (sddhdrana) or antinomic 
{viruddhd-avyabhicdriii), in every case [of this kind] the nature 
of a doubtful reason is inherent®^). 

IX. The contradictory reason is that which proves the opposite 
of the nature itself or of the peculiar aspects, either of the subject 
or of the predicate, if there is no incompatibility with the pro- 
position®^). 

For examples cfr. N.P. pag. 3. 

The viruddha-avyabhicarin is not accepted by Dharmaklrti NB. (cfr. NET.) 
pag. 111. Cfr. also Uddyotakara’s N.V. pag. 169. 

63) P.S. Ill 24, (P.S.V. b, 134 d, 1. 2) 

t’un • moh • min • dan • spyi • dan • ni 
hgal * ba • hk’rul • ba • med • pa • can 
c'os • rnams • kun • la * gah • yin • pa 
de • la • t’e • ts’om • gtan • ts‘igs • yin 

P.S.V, a, fol. 52 a, 1. 2: 

gan • dag • t'un * moh • min • pa • dan 
spyi • dan • hgal • ba • min • hk'rul • bai 
c'os • rnams • t’ams • cad . du * de • la 
t’e • ts’om • bskyed • pai • rtags • rnams • yin 
P.S. Ill 26 

c'os • dan • c'os • can • rah * ho • bo 
yah • na • de • k'yad • par • rnams 
p’yin . ci • log • tu • sgrub • pai • p'yk 
gnod • med • pa • la • hgal • ba • yin 

Cfr. P.S.V. a, 52 b, 1. 6. 

c’os • dah • c’os • can * rah • ho • ’m 
de • yi • bye • brag • yin • yah * ruh 
p’yin • ci • log • tu • sgrub • pai • p’yir 
de • la • gnod • pas • hgal • ba • yin 

P.S.V, b. 135 a. 1. 6. 

c‘os • dah * c‘os • can • rah • ho • bo 
yah • na • de • yi * ♦) k'yad • par • rnams 
xyl. has: dei. 

3 ^ 
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X. [If the opponent] on examining the proposition [finds 
that it is open to] investigation, or that it is incompatible 
with the notion that one wants to prove, this means that 
[the said] reason is respectively inconclusive or contradictory, 
There is no other fallacy of the reason different from these two®^)^ 

Thus I have explained the reason and the fallacies of the 
reason. Now I shall speak of the example and of the fallacies 
of the example. 

XI. It (viz. the example) expresses that the reason is followed 
by the probandum, and that, wherever the probandum is absent, 


p’yin . ci . log • tu • bsgrub ‘ pai . p^ir 
gnod • pa • la . med • la • hgal • ba • yin 
‘‘if there is no incompatibility with the proposition'' means that for Dihnaga 
the hetupratijftavirodha is not another kind of contradictory reason. If the 
proposition is self-contradictory, no reason can prove it. Cfr. note H 
The P.S.V. gives two examples of this kind: “sound is non-existent, because 
the effect 6f some exertion", “sound is inaudible, because the effect of some 
exertion“. 


P.S III, 25. 

gah • yafi • p'yogs • c'os • mt'oh • ba • las 
ses • rah . hdod • la • bzlog • pa • yis 
gnod . pa • byed • dan • dpyod • fob • pa 
de • las • g2an • pa • brtag • mts'uhs • med 
Cfr. P.S.V a, fol. 52 a, 13: 

p’yogs • kyi . c'os • dan • Idan . gah • la 
ses • hdod • bzlog • pas • gnod • pa • dan 
f e • ts'om • hid • du • gyur . las * gian 
gtan • ts'igs • Itar . snah • yod « ma • yin 
P.S.V b, fol. 134 b. 1. 2. 


gah . yah . p'yogs • c'os • mf oh • ba • las 
ses • par . hdod • pa • la • bzbg^. pa • yin 
gnod • pa • byed • dan • dpyod . ^'ob • pa 
de • las - g^an . brtags • mts'uhs • med. 

The reason incompatible with the thesis that one wants to prove is the 
istavighatakrt. One example of this is the foilowing: paranhuS caksuradayah 
sanghutatvac chayana^anadyafigavat {from Sahkhyakarika, 17). Cfr. N.P. pag. 5. 
The isjavighatakn is not accepted as a separate kind of viruddha by Dharma- 
kiTti; NB. and NBT. pag. 103. 

h. r J” f ^^”3cies of the reason must 

e educ^totwo-oniy: the anaikantika and the viruddha, because, as we saw 

as a reason at all, as it is devoid of the 
first characteristic of a hetu viz. the paksadharmata. Cfr. note 17. 
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the reason [also] is absent. Other examples, different from these 
[two], must be considered as fallacies of the example®®). 

This example is of two kinds: homogeneous and hetero- 
geneous. A homogeneous example is like the following: '‘sound 
is non-eternal, because the effect of some effort; whatever is 
the effect of some effort is non-eternal, as a pot etc.” A he- 
terogeneous example is like the following: “we see that things 
eternal are not the effect of some effort, such as the ether”. The 
first example is negative and affirmative, the second is merely 
exclusive®’). In fact either of them makes us reach the wanted 
notion, the first through positive application (anvaya), the second 
through an exclusive one (vyatireka). Therefore even if the 
opponent does not admit the existence [of a negative iristance 
such as the] ether, as a real substance, still the heterogeneous 
example [is sufficient to] show that, were the prohandum ab- 
sent, the absence of the reason would be necessarily proved®®). 

®6) Half of this karika is quoted, as we saw, by Uddyotakara. Cfr. above 
note 41. 

P.S. IV, 2. gtan • ts’igs * bsgrub • byai • rjes • hgro * ba 
bsgrub • bya • med • la • med • pa • nid 
dpe • gah • la • ni • bstan . bya • ba 
de • c’os • mt’un • dan • cig • sos • gfiis. 

®’) Shen T'ai refers here to the sva-laksana and samanyalaksana theory 
which had a very great importance in the idealistic schools of Buddhism and 
is strictly connected with that of the ahkidhana and ahhidheya (Cfr. Yoga- 
caryabhumisastra, chp. 81, Madhyamikakarika, pag. 59. Stcherhatsky, The 
conception of Buddhist Nirvana, pag. 141 fll. K'uei Ch'i’s glosses On Vijnapti- 
matrata Chp. II I etc.). Every dharma is twofold, that is it is possessed with two 
characteristics a) svalaksana or svarupa, which corresponds to the thing in it- 
self and is immediately apprehended by sense perception (pratyaksa) viz. 
by the five indriyavijndnas, without any activity of mind. The second is the b) 
samanyalaksana, which is the object of manovijhdna, and corresponds to kal- 
pand, that is ndma, jdti etc. Nama is the ahkidhana, and the object or dharma 
is the ahhidheya. Now this name can express only the samanyalaksana, and 
as such it distinguishes that particular dhdrma from all the other dharmas 
belonging to a different class. When we say nlla, blue, this word affirms the 
presence of that particular colour, but excludes as well the presence of other 
colours, such as yellow etc. Now the positive example is both affirmative and 
negative. In fact when we say: ''because it is the effect of some effort”, we 
affirm just that propriety and ipso facto exclude other proprieties. On the 
other hand the negative example has a merely exclusive value, as it is meant 
to indicate the totality of things in which the propriety of being eternal is 
absent. P.S.V. a fol. 67 a. 13. 

®®) For this passage cfr. note 52. 
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Now some may object: “why did you first say that the reason 
is followed by the probandum, and then, in the second place, that 
wherever the probandum is absent, the reason also is absent? 
Why did you not say [on the contrary] that wherever the reason 
is absent there is no probandum?''^ [I have expressed myself 
in that way because] with such a rule I can show that there 
is no contradiction with my previous statement, viz. that the 
reason must be resident in the positive instances, but absolutely 
non-resident in the negative instances Again a kdrikd says: 

XII. If through [the mere similarity with “non-product” 
one could prove eternity, 'or through [the mere similarity 

«») ks.v. a, fol. 67 a. I. 2. P.S.V. b. fol. 149 b. 1. 6. 

gal • te • yan • cig • bsgrub • bya gal • te • gcig • la . ni • gtan 

• dan • Idan • pai « gtan • ts’igs * gcig * ts’igs • bsgrub • byai • rjes • su . 

• brjod • pas • gnis • pa • bsgrub • hgro • bar • bsad * la / gnis • pa • 

bya • med • pa • la • gtan • ts’igs • la • ni • bsgrub • bya • med • na • 

med ‘ par • rgyu • gah • gis • na • gtan • ts’igs • med • pa • yin • gyi . 

yin • te /^gtan • ts’igs • med ^ gtan • ts’igs • med • na • bsgrub • 

par • bsgrub • bya • med • pa • ni • bya • med • pa • ma • yin • no • ies 

ma • yin • no • ie • na / de • Itar bya * ba • la • rgyu • ci . ^ig . yod 

• gtan • ts’igs • mt’un ‘ pai • p'yogs • ce • na / de • Ita • na • gtan • ts’igs 

• k’o • na • la • yod • pa « ni • bsgrub • mt’un • pai • p’yogs • nid • la • yod 

• bya • med • pa • la • med • par • • pa • dan • bsgrub • bya • med • pa 

bstan • par • nus • kyi • bzlog • pa • • la • med • pa • fiid • bstan • par • 

las • ni • ma • yin ‘‘no • nus • pa • yin • gyi . bzlog • pas • 

ni • ma • yin • no • 

The objection is evidentely raised by the Naiyayikas, who held the 
view that the positive instance shows the presence of the probandum, when the 
reason is present. And the negative fnstance indicates that wherever the reason 
is absent, the probandum also must be absent. (N.S., I, 36, 37). In the follo- 
wing scheme we give an example of the syllogism according to the Nyayasutras, 
and compare it with that of Dinnaga. 

Nyaya. Dinnaga. 

Sound is non-eternal, Sound i€ non-eternal, 

because a product; because a product; 

every product is non-eternal, every product is non- 

as a pot; eternal, as a pot; 

(or) whatever is the eternal is not a product, as 

not a product is eternal, ether, 

as ether; 

sound is like that; 

(or sound is not like that.) 
therefore sound is non- 
eternal. 
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with the] non-eternal one could prove [the propriety of being] 
a product, then the necessary consequence is that positive or nega- 
tive applications like these will either demonstrate [a thesis 
which] is not [the thesis] enunciated or prove to be non-pervasive 
or [implicate the speaker in] undesired [fallacies]’®). 


’») PS. IV 4: 

rjes • hgro • mnam • la • rtag • pa • nid 
ma • byas • p’yir • dan • hjig • pai “p'yir 
hdir • ni • hbras • nid • ma • brjod • pa 
hjug • dan • ma • k'yab • mi • hdod • hgyur. 

Here Dihnaga points out two wrong formulations of vyatireka and 
anvaya, which are called by Dharmaklrti (NB. and NBT. 124 and 130). 
viparltavyatireka and viparltanvaya. The first consists in assuming that the 
mere absence of the reason is followed by the absence of the probandum, so 
that implicitly the presence of the given reason is sufficient to prove the 
presence of the prohandum. E. g. “sound is non-eternal, because a product; 
whatever is not a product is eternal, as ether’’. The second consists in 
assuming that wherever the prohandum is present the reason is also necessarily 
present. E. g.: “sound is non-eternal; whatever is non-eternal is» a product, 
as the pot”. The fact is that, in this way, the syllogism is based on the mere 
analogy, but that indissoluble connection which exists between the reason and 
the prohandum, as shown by the example, and which gives validity to the 
conclusion, is not manifest at all in the syllogisms referred to. Therefore, if 
they can be valid in the svdrthanumana {inference for one’s own self), they cannot 
be considered as valid in the pararthanumana. Difmaga shows in the karika 
and in the commentary on PS. that in formulating a syllogism in that way 
three mistakes cannot be avoided. These mistakes are 1 . Assumption of a thing 
different from that enunciated in the thesis. Since we do not show the con- 
nection between the members of the syllogism, we prove in fact a notion quite 
different from that wanted to be proved; that is instead of proving that sound 
is non-eternal, we reach respectively the conclusion, eternal and product; 
2. to express a reason which is not resident in all cases avydpaka. In fact, if 
instead of the cause: “product” we take another reason, such as “consequence 
of some effort, prayatndnantaivytikatva” we have respectively the two following 
examples: 

Sound is non-eternal, Sound is non-eternal 

because the effect of some effort; whatever is non-eternal 

whatever is not the effect of some effort is the effect of 
is eternal, as ether. some effort, as a pot. 

In the first case the extension of the reason is larger than that of 
„eternal,“ since there are things that are not the effect of some effort, but are 
non-eternal, such as lightning which is not the effect^ of some effort, 
but is non-et^rnal. In the second case the non-eternal has a wider extension 
than that of the things which are the effect of some effort, as there are things 
non-eternal, though they are not the effect of some effort, as lightning. 
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Therefore I have explained the two examples, the affirmative 
and the negative, which consist in the affirmative and the negative 
application respectively of the two predicates’^). All other 
kinds of example different from these two [must be considered 
as] fallacies of the example. Which are these other kinds of example, 
that we consider as fallacies? They happen to be when the major 
or the middle term or both are not in the analogous instances 
(sapaksa), or when the affirmative or the negative application, 
although present, hav.e been expressed in a contrary way, or 
wherever the affirmative or negative application is not made, 
but it is merely shown that the major and the minor terms coexist, 
but neither of them exists in- the negative instances’^). 


3. The third error is the consequence of these two and it consists in 
the fact that the reasons so formulated prove to be inconclusive, since 
the reason: ^‘effect of some effort^’, “not-effect of some effort'^ can be found 
also in some negative instances ,vipaksa' and this contradicts the definition of 
the valid reason. But cfr. Uddyotakara N.V. p. 133. 

That is of M and P. 

”) PfS. IV. 8. 

gtan • ts’igs • bsgrub • bya • gnis • Idan • min 
rjes • I;igro • bzlog • pa • gnis • dag • ste 
de • yi • mi • mt’un • p’yogs • bsal • dan 
rjes • hgro • med • pa • der * snan • ba'o. 

Ten cases are possible: 

Anvaya a) sound is eternal, because immaterial, as the atoms, 

erroneous (M is absent), sadhan^iddha of N.P. 

b) id • id • as karman (P is absent). 
sadhyasiddha of N.P. 


Vyatireka 

erroneous 


viparitanmya 


vipantavyatireka 


c) id • id • as a pot; (P as well as M are absent). 
uhhayasiddha of N.P. 

a) sound is eternal, because immaterial, as karman; 
viz. whatever is non-eternal is material, as karman; 
(M is present in vipaksa) sadhanavyavrtta of N.P. 

b) id • id • as the atbrc^s (whatever is non-eternal is 
material, as the atom^; P is present in the vipaksa) 
sadhydvydvrtta of N.P. 

c) id • id • like ether; (whatever is non-eternal is 
material, as ether; M and P present in the 
vipaksa) ubhaydvydvrttd of N.P. 

whatever is non-eternal is the effect of some effort, 
as a pot (in this case the lightning should be eternal 
because it is not the effect of some effort); 
whatever is not the effect of some effort re eternal, as 
ether (the lightning should be eternal, because it is not 
the effect of some effort). 
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Thus, either only one of these two predicates (M and P as 
resident in the example) is unproved [in the positive example] 
and non-excluded [by the negative example], or either of them 
is unproved and non-excluded’^). E. g. somebody wishing to 
prove that sound is eternal, because immaterial, gives these 
positive examples (sddharmyejia): ‘‘we see that whatever is im- 
material is eternal, as harman, as the atoms, as a pot”; and these 
negative examples: (vaidharmyena): “we see that whatever is 
non-eternal is material, as the atoms, as karman, as ether 
etc.” Therefore we have [implicitly] explained those cases in 
which the subject of the positive example is unproved e. g., when 
somebody is arguing against [an opponent who does] not admit 
the eternity of sound^^). [Now some ask]: is the formulation 


ananvaya whatever is the effect of some effort is non-eterna 

as a pot. 

avyatireka whatever is not the effect of some effort i§ eternal, as 

ether. 

Same classification in Prasastapadabhasya plus asrayasiddha in both 
cases, positive and negative P.B. p. 344. In N.P. the fallacies of the example 
are still ten as in Dihnaga. But in Dharmakirti there are also three sandigdhas 
viz.: sddhya sddhana-ubhaya-sandigdlia; and three avyatirekin more, viz.: 
sadhya-sadhana-ubhaya-avyatirekin. This classification is accepted by. the 
Jaina Logicians. Cfr. Pramana Mlmamsa (by Hemacandra 82 fll.) Pramana- 
Nirnaya p. 63 etc. 

It is evident that the first six cases only are absolutely wrong; while 
the other four are wrong so far as their formulation is concerned, but can be 
valid in the inference for one’s own self (yadi ndma na dustam vastu tathapi 
vaktra dustam- darsitam iti dustam, NBT pag. 124. Cfr. following note. 

That is Difinaga refers to the anyatardsiddha, anyatardvyTivHta, ubhayd^ 
siddha, ubhaydvydvrtta alrea^y^ quoted in the preceding note. The anyata- 
rasiddha comprehends the s^Ahandsiddha and the sddhydsiddhay the anyata- 
Tuvydvrtta must be understood in the same way. The ubhaydsiddha and uhhc^f^- 
vydvrtta refer to the cases in which bqth the sddhya and the sddhana are re- 
spectively unproved in the positive example and non-excluded by the negative 
example. 

I think we must punctuate differently than in the text. (Cfr. 
the quotation of this same passage made by K‘uei Chi.) The meaning of 
the passage is that if somebody, arguing against a philosoplier who does not 
admit the eternity of sound, says: „sound is eternal, because immaterial; as 
ether, “ in this case, the subject of the example is unproved for the opponent, 
and therefore the reason is inconclusive. 
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of both examples necessary, so that the syllogism may be valid, 
or is the formulation of one single example sufficient, just as 
that of the reason?’^). 

If one [wishes] to fulfill the rules of true logic, he must 
therefore use the two [examples] together. When both are pre- 
sent, they can perfectly show that the probandum is not con- 
trary to the reason, since they indicate that the paksadharnia 
(M as resident in P) is certainly present in the positive instances, 
but absolutely absent in the negative instances. Therefore [in 
such a way] it is possible to oppose [the objection that a syllo- 
gism contains a fallacy; viz. that it is] either inconclusive or con- 
tradictory^^). If the argument is partly proved, then the [syl- 


That is: ^because a product, as thepot“; „because the effect of an effort, 
as pot." 

This means that, except when we discuss about things well ascertained 
both examples are necessary. In fact the example gives an instance of the posi- 
tive cases in which M as resident in P (paksa-dharma) is present. But we saw 
that, according to Dihnaga, the paksadharma can be present in all as well as 
in some only of the positive instances, so that it is necessary to show that 
the second aspect of the paksadharma is certainly present, I mean that it is 
absolutely absent in all negative instances. Were we to give an example only, 
we should commit two logical fallacies, that is either the anaikantika, inconclu- 
sive, or the viruddha, contradictory. 

It is because it is not in thesapaksahut is present in thevipaksa;it 

Is anaikantika j since it is in either or in neither. But if it is in either, it Issddhdrana 
if it is in neither it is asadkdrana; thus, as we saw, in neither case a conclusion 
can be reached. 


P.S.V. a. 68 a. 1.5. 
re • rer • brjod • pa • ni • ma • yin • no / 
der • t’al • bar * hgyur • bas « so / 
de • Ita • na • ni • hjig • rten • pai 

• sbyor • ba • rjes • su * gzufi • nas • 
b%sd * kyi / bsgrub • par • bya • 
bai • c*os * ji • Itar • bai • gtan * 
ts'igs • kyi • mts’an • hid • ni • ma 

• yin • te / ma • hes * par • t'al • 
bar • hgyur • bas • so / ci • yah • 
rnam • pa • ghis * kyis(?) • dpei • 
ts’ig • tu(?) • sgrhb • pa • yin • nam 

• k'o ‘ na • te • gian • hid • gcig • 
yin • te • nz ! gtan • ts'igs • yin • pai 

• pyMr • rnam • pa • gflis • nid • 


P.S.V. b. fol. 151 b. 1.5. 
re • re • brjod • pas • t’al • ba • 
der • mi • hgyur • bai • p’yir • ro • 
ie • ifa^^hdi • ni « hjig - rten • pai 

• sbyor ba • bzun • nas * brjod • 
pa • yin • gyi / mts'an • hid • pa • ni 

• ma • yin * te / 

dper • na • bsgrub • byai • c’os 

• gtan • tsigs • hid • yin • na * ma 

• hes • par • t’al • ba • Ita • bu’o / ’on 

te • ci • dper • rnam • pa • ghis • 
kyis * ts’ig • sgrub • byed • yin • 
nam • ci • ste • gtan • ts’igs ■ g2:an • 

du * gah • yah * ruh * ba • hid • yin 

• • na « mam • pa * ghis • ka • 



The Nyayamukha. 


43 


logism may be] valid by giving an example only^^. E. g. if the 
two proprieties of sound [viz. its non-eternity and its quality of being 
a product], are equally admitted [by either disputant], then it 
is not necessary to formulate both examples; and also [the same 
thing happens], when by the mere internal evidence of the ar- 


do • ies • brjod • do • de • Ita • ma • 
yin * na // 

t’un • moh • dan • ni • k’yad • par 

• nid / 

hgal . ba • ’n • sgrub • byed • hid • 

• du • hgyur // 

de • dan • ghis • ka • ma • brjod • pa / 
des • na • dper • hdi • na(?) • 

brjod • gnis • su • bya • gal • te • 
c’os • mt’un • pa • hid • rjod • par . 
byed • na • de • med • pa • la * ’h • 
hgyur • ro • ^es • t’un • moh • pa * 
hid • gtan • ts’igs • su • dogs • pa • 
bskyed • do / gal • te • c’os • mi • 
mt’un • pa • hid • rjod • par * byed 
. na • ni • bsgrub • par • bya • bai . 

rigs • la • yah • med • pas * t’un • 

moh • ma • yin • par • hgyur / ci • ste 

• ghis V ka • rjod • par • mi • byed • 

na • ni • de * la • t’un • moh • p’yogs 

. de • la • mi • hgyur • la / rigs • 

mi • mt’un • pai « p’yogs • la • hgyur* 
bai • p’yir • hgal • bar • hgyur • 

ro / dei • p’yir • gdon • mi • za • bar* 

• ghen • poi • p’yogs * kyis * hgal * 
ba * dah * ma • hes • pa * ghis 
ka • brjod * par • bya ’o / hga* • 
iig * tu * cuh * zad * grub * pa * hid 

• du * hgyur • ba • yin • noV ^ah • 
yah * ruh • ba * gcig * brj‘Bd • pas 

• kyah * sgrub • byed • du • hgyur • 
te / sgra • biin * du • don * ghis * 
rtogs * pai * p’yir • gah * yah • ruh 

• ba * gcig * gis * ghis • ka * bstan • 


yin * no • ies • brjod • do / gian * 
du • na * re • re ’m * ghi * ga • ma 

* brjod • pai / 

t’un * moh * pa * dah • k’yad • par 

• can // 

hgal • ba • hid - kyah * sgrub * byed 

* hgyur / 

dei * p’yir * dpe * ni • ghis • yin * no // 

gal * te • c’os * mt’un • pa • k’o 

* nas * brjod * na * dei * p’yir * 
bsgrub • bya • med * pa * la • yah • 
hgyur • bas • t’un • moh * pa * hid 

* gtan * ts’igs * su * dog • pa • yin • 
no/ci • ste • c’os * mi • m»t’un • pa * 
hid • kyis • brjod * na * dei • p’yir * 
bsgrub • byai * rigs • la * yah * med 

* pai * p’yir • t’un • moh * ma * yin * 

pa * hid * hgyur * ro / gal • te * ghi 

* ga * ma • brjod * na * dei * p’yir • 

rigs * mt’un • pa * la • med * par • 

hgyur • la / med * pa * la • yod * par • 

hgyur • bai * p’yir * hgal • ba * hid * 

hgyur * ro / dei * p’yir * gdon * mi 

* za • bar * hgal * ba * dah • ma • 

hes * pai * gnen * po • ghi • ga * 

yah • brjod * par * bya ’o / gah 

^ig * la * cuh * zad • rab • tu • grub 

* pa • yin • pai * p’yir * gah • yah * 

ruh * ba • brjod • pa * yah * sgrub 

* byed * yin * no / sgra • k’o • na • 
la * don * ghis • rtogs • pai * p’yir 

* ram • gah * yah * ruh • bas • sugs 

* kyis • ghi • ga • bstan • pai • p’yir 

* ghi • ga * brjod * par • mi * bya ’o • 


pai * p’yir * don • gyi * sugs • kyis 
• ghis * brjod * pa • yin • no / 

’0 That is, when one of the two possible examples is implicitly accepted 
by thfe opponent, the simple formulation of the other is conclusive; e. g. if 
the positive instance is implicitly accepted by either disputant, then the mere 
enunciation of the negative is valid and vice-versa. 
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gument itself (arthdpatti) one single example is sufficient to declare 
both. 

It is evident that in the inference the following rule only 
is valid, viz,: when the presence of this particular characteristic 
(Uhga) has been ascertained in the object of inference, and we 
remember that that same characteristic is certainly present in all 
the notions analogous to that to be inferred, but absolutely absent 
wherever that is absent, then the [notion] which results from 
this [process] is undoubtedly valid^®). Therefore a kdrikd says: 

XIII. We maintain that, just as an undoubtedly valid con- 
clusion is reached by one’s own self, [in the same manner] an 
undoubtedly valid conclusion is produced in the mind of another. 
[This process] expresses the connection with the paksadharma 
(M as resident in P)' and the exclusion of whatever is different 
from the probandum'^^). 

The reason is formulated in order to show that the paksa- 
dharma is present in the notion to be inferred ; the example is formu- 
lated in carder to indicate that it is indissolubly connected with 
this; the proposition is formulated in order to show the notion 
to be proved®^). 


’8) P.S.V. a, ibid, 
don • rjes • su • dpog • pa • la • 
yan • rigs • pa • de • nid • blta'o / gan 

• rjes • su • dpag • par • bya • ba • la 

• rtags • hdi • fies • par • gzuh • bar 

• byas * nas • gian • la • dei • rigs • yod 

• pa • dran • par • bya • ste / med • 
pa • la • med • pa • nid • kyi • bdag 

• nid • kyi • nes • pa • bskyed • par • 
byed • do / 


P.S.V. b, ibid. 

rjes • su • dpag • pa • la^ yan • 
ts'ul • hdi • yin • par • mt’oh • ste / 
gal • te • rtags • hdi • rjes • su • dpag 

• par • bya • ba • la • hes • par • 
bzuh • na • gian • du • de • dan • rigs • 
mPun • pa • la • yod • pa • hid • dan 

• med • pa • la • med • pa • hid • 
dran • par • byed • pa • dei • p'yir • 
hdii • hes • pa * bskyed • par • byed • 
pa • yin • no / 


P.S. IV, 6 

rah • la • aes“ • b^in * g^an • dag • la / 
hes • pa • bskyed • par • hdod • pa • yis // 
p’yogs • c’os • nid • dan - hbrel • ba • dah / 
bsgrub « bya • brjod • bya • g^an . dag • spah // 
hdi • Ita • p'yogs • kyi . c'os • gah • gi • p’yir • p'yogs • kyi • 

hid ‘ bstan • pai • don • du • gtan* c’os • hid • bstan • pai • don • du • 

tshgs • kyi • ts^g - yin * no / de • gtan - ts’igs • brjod - pa • dah • yah 

rjes * su * dpag • par • bya • ba * dah • dei * rjes ^ su • dpag • par • byh • ba 

/, med • na • mi . hbyuh • ba • * dah • med • na • mi • hbyun • bai • 

hid • du ‘ bstan » pai • don * du • dpei don * du • dpe • brjod • pa • dah / 
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Therefore in the formulation of a syllogism no other mem- 
bers are required except those already referred to. Thus 1 re- 
fute the theory of those logicians who consider the desire of 
knowing (jijndsd)^ the application, and the conclusion as mem- 
bers of the syllogism®^). At this point some might object that, if 
it be so, then the formulation of the example does not represent 
a different member, as it merely declares the meaning of the 
reason®^)^ [I answer that] although, the fact is substantially so, 


. ts’ig • yin • no / rjes • su • dpag • 
par • bya • ba • bstan • pai • don • 
du • pVogs • kyi • ts’ig • brjod • do / 
hdi : rjes • su • dpog • par • byed • 
pai • yan • lag • g2an • ni • yod • pa 
. ma • yin • no / ' 


rjes • su • dpag • par • bya • ba • yin 

• pai • don • du • p’yogs • brjod • 
pa • ste / rjes • su • dpag • pai • yan 

• lag • g2an • yod . pa • ma • yin • 
no / 


P.S.V.a, ibid. 

des • na • g2an • gyi • ses * par • 
hdod . pa • la • sogs * pai « yah • lag 
. ne * bar • sbyar • ba • dan • mjug 
. bsdu • ba • dag • ni • hdir • bsal • 
ba • yin * no / 


P.S.V. b, ibid. 

dei • p’yir • gian • dag • ni • ses 

• pa • la • sogs • pa • rnams • dan • ne 

• bar* sbyor • ba • dan • mjug * bsdu 

• ba • dag • hdir • sblahs^* pa • yin 

• no « / 


This refers to the syllogism of ten members quoted by Vatsyayana pag. 
137 (N. S. I, 1, 32) as well as to the syllogism of five members expounded by 
the Naiyayikas. 

82) Ibid. 


de • Itar • na • ni . dpei • tsh'g • 

kyah • log • par • t’ab • pa • mi • 

hgyur te / rtags • kyi • don • du • 

bstan • pa • yin • pai • p’yir . hdi 

. yah • ne • bar • sbyar • ba • b2in • 
du • mi • brjod • par • t’al • bar • 
hgyur • ro • ie • na / de • Itar • yah 

• ma * yin • te * 

dpe • ni • rtags • la * sogs • par • du(?)/ 
brjod • par • bya • ba • ma • yiq -^te// 
gtan • ts'igs • kyi • don • st^n . pai 

• p’yir/ 

her* hjal • hiin • du • don* med*mirv// 
mts'an • nid • gsum • pai * rtags 

• la * bsgrub • par - bya • ba * nid • 
dah / gtan • ts'igs * kyi * ts'ig • brjod 
- pa * des • na • gtan * ts'igs • kyi 

• Ihag • ma • bstan • par • bya • bai 

• don * du • dpei - ts'ig * don • dah 

• bcas • pa • yin * no / de • Ita • na • 
in/ 


Ibid. 

’on • te • de • Ita • na • dpei * 

ts’ig • kyah * t’a • dad • par * mi • 

hgyur • te * gtan * ts’igs • kyi • don 

• bstan • pai • p’yir * ro / des • na • 

ne • bar • sbyor • ba • b^in * du • 
brjod - par * bya • ba • ma • yin • 

par • t’al • bar • hgyur • ro • ie • 

na/hdi * ni • yod • pa • ma • yin • te • 
gal * te • dpe • ni • gtan • ts’igs • las * 
t’a • dad • brjod** bya * ma • yin * 

yan/ 

dam * brjod rtags • don • bstan • 
pai • p’yir • ro // 
ner • hjal * biin • du • don • med • min / 
gtan • ts’igs • ni * mts’an • hid 

• gsum • bcas • yin • la • bsgrub * 
byai • c’os • fiid • ni • gtan • ts’igs • 
kyi • ts’ig * gis • bstan • pa * yin • 
no / de • las • gtan • ts’igs * Ihag • 
ma • bstan * par • byai * don • du * 
dpe • brjod • pa • ni • don * dah * 
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yet the formulation of the reason is only meant to express that 
this has the nature of being a paksadharma, but it cannot show that 
this is present in the positive instances, and absent in the negative 
ones. Therefore it is necessary to express separately the positive 
and the negative examples [in order to show that the reason 
possesses these two other essential aspects]. [Now the op- 
ponent asks: “if it be so] will there be any mistake in calling 
“reason” only the fundamental meaning expressed by the reason, 
[I mean its being a paksadharma, and in considering its other two 
aspects as examples?]" “But what do you obtain in saying so?” 


“We obtain — you reply — that 
a separate member”. [My answer 

rtags • kyi • hbrel • ba • sgrub -‘pai 
■ P’yir / 

gal • te • dper • brjod • gnis • yin • na // 
dpe • ni * logs • gcig • nid • du • gyis / 
gal • te • gtan • ts’lgs • kyi- ts'ig 

• gi • p’yogs ■ nidi • tsam - brjod • 
nas • gtan • ts’lgs • lhag • ma • grub 

• par • bya • bai • don • du. 

dpei • yan • lag • gis • sig / de 
Itar - yan • ma • yin • te / 
logs • yin • hjig - rten - dan • mts'uns 
• hgyur / 

de • Ita - na • ni • hjig • rten- 
pai • biin • dpe • gtan - ts'igs - dan • 
ma • hbrel - bar - gyur - ro - 
de • dag - gis • ni • dpe • brjod * la / 
c'os • mt^un - hba* * iig • rjod - par • 
byed // 

hjig - rten • pas • ni • sbyor - 
bai - dpe • brjod • la - c’os - mt^un • 
pa - hba' - iig • ston - par • byed - 
do • byas • pai • p'yir • ies - bya - 
bai • biin • no / bsgrub - bya - sgrub 

• byed - nid • blahs - nas / bsgrub • 
bya • sgrub - pai • gtan - tsMgs - so • 
ies - jl • skad • du • brjod • pa • 
de - sbyor • ba - la • med • do * 


the example is formulated as 
is:] Then the necessary conse- 

bcas • pa • yin • no / 'on • te • de • 
Ita • na / 

gtan • ts'igs • hbrel • ba • bsgrub • 
don - du / 

gal • te • dpe • ghis • brjod • byed * na // 
dpe • ni • t'a • dad • nid • yin • mod / 
gal • te • gtan • ts'igs • brjod • 
pas • p'yogs • c'os • nid • tsam - brjod 

- pa - yin - la / de • las - gtan - ts'igs 

- lhag • ma • rab • tu - sgrub • pai 

- don - du • dpe • yan • lag - t'a - 
dad • pa - hid • yin • du - za - dan 

• mod - ce • na / 

hjig • rten - mts'uhs • p'yir • t'a • 
dad - min / 

de - Ita - na • ni • hjig - rten • 
pai • sbyor - ba • biin - du - gtan • 
ts'igs * dan - dpe • ma • hbrel • bar 

• hgyur - ro - 

de - dag • gis - ni • dpe - brjod • dan / 
c’os -•'nyt'un • hba* • iig • ston • par • 
bye^* // 

hjig . rten - pai - sbyor - ba • 
la^ ni - byas • bai - p'yir • ies - dpe- 
dan - c’os • mt’un - pa • hba' • iig • 
rab • tu • ston • par - byed * kyi - 
sgrub • bya • sgrub - byed • hid • ma • 
brjod/ 

ci • Itar • yah • bsgrub • bya • 
sgrub - par • byed - pai • gtan - ts'igs 
- yin * pa - de • dag • gi • sbyor • 
ba • la • yod • pa - ma • yin • te j 
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quence of this is that, just as in the syllogism commonly formu- 
lated by men, there would be no [indissoluble] connection be- 
tween the example and the meaning expressed by the reason. 
[You may still insist on asking:] “If it be so, which is the mistake 
that we shall commit?” [But I reply:] In such a syllogism the 
example merely expresses a similarity with the notion to be 
proved, but it has not the power of proving; therefore it has not 
the meaning of a proof. According to that [rule], [such an] example 
merely expresses that the reason: “because it has the quality of 
being a product”, is analogous to objects belonging to the same 
class, but it does not indicate that it can prove the notion to be 
proved. Moreover were the reason and the example separated, 
then, the analogy or the dissimilarity that this may have with 
the probandum could not show that the reason is not in a con- 
tradictory relation with theprobandum itself; therefore it coul d merely 
express that the reason has some analogy with the notion to 
be proved. So it is not sufficient to prove. [If you ask:] “How 
is it not sufficient?” [I reply]: Since thepredicateofthesubjectisnot 
necessarily present in any positive example: analogy of this with 
the- meaning expressed by the proposition [viz.: non-eternal] 
must be proved by other examples and so we commit the 
logical fallacy of the regressus ad infinitum {anavasthd). Moreover, 
there is not necessarily an absolute similarity of the various 
notions [as supposed by the merely homogeneous example], nor 
can the [heterogeneous example] have [the function] of example, 
if it does not indicate the fact that must be specified, viz., that 
(the probandum as well as the paksadharma) are absent in it*®). 

XIV. If [the example merely expresses] that the reason has 
some analogy with the subject to be proved, or with its attributes, 
as regards the example, either we commit the logical fallacy 
of the regressus ad infinitum,, t)r the exclusion of the negative instances 
would not be enunciate'3®^). 

*") That is the analogy, as expressed by the example, can refer, according 
to the cases, to the subject Itself of the proposition (sound) or to its attribute 
(non-eternal). But in either cases it fails to prove, as stated in the following 
Karika and in the commentary thereon. 

“) P.S. IV, 10. gtan . ts’igs • bcas • pa • ’m • bsgrub • bya • tsam/ 
de • k’yad * par • kyi • dper • yin • rsa // 
dpe ••ni • t’ug • pa • med • pa • dan / 
mi • mt’un • p’yogs • las • Idog • med ■ hgyur // 

But in the P.S.V. we have the following readings: 
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According to the common logic it is believed that the he- 
terogeneous example is that in which the negative instances 


P.S.V. a. 

Idog • pa • rnam • par • brjod • pa • na/ 
bsgrub • bya • sgrub • pai * gtan • 
ts’igs * sam // 

de • yi • k’yad • par • yin • yaii • run / 
mt^uns ■ ston • t’ug • pa • med • par • 

hgyur // 

gal • te • de • Itar - fie • bar • hjal 

• bar • byed • na -'ji • Itar • bum • 

pa • byas • pai • pyiv • mi • rtag • 
pa * de • b5:in • du • sgra • yan • 
no * ies • pa • hiin • yan * bum • 
pa • mi • rtag • pa • nid • du • ston • 
pa • yah • brjod • pa • hgyur • ft) / 
sgrai • lies • par • bstan • pa * ma • 

grub » yah • ho / ci * ste • bum • pa • 

la • sogs • pa • b^in • mi • rtag • pa • 
yin • gyi • nam • mk’a‘ • biln • du • 
rtag • pa’oe* tes • pa • ni • ma • yin 

• no * tes • bsgrub • par • bya • bcas 

• fie • bar • hjal • bar . byed • do / 
des • na • nam • mk’a‘ • la • sogs • 
pa * las • byas • pa • Aid • log * par • 
fie • bar • bstan • par • hgyur • ro 

• ^e • na • ma • yin • te / ci • ste • 
bsgrub • byai • bye • brag • fie • bar 

• hjal • bar < byed • pai • Ita • na / 
mi • rtag * ste • bum . pa • biin - no 

• ies • yin • gyi • mi * rtag • ste • 

bum • pa • la • sogs • pa • biin- 

no -“ies • ni • ma * yin • no / de • 
Ita • na • yah • snam * bu • la • sogs 

• pa • las - log • pai • byas • pa - 
Aid • brjod . par - hgyur • ro / bsgrub* 

• bya • rnam * pa • fams • cad • dah 
Idan • pa • ni • ma • yin * la • dam 

• bcas • pai * don • hdi * yah • hbrel 

• ba * ma • yin • te / mi • rtag • pa • 
Aid • tsam • dam • bca' • yin • pai • 
p'yir • ro / de - Itar • fie • bar • hjal 

• bai * don - mams • t'ams • cad • 
du • mi • rigs so • 

gal • te • yah • gtan • ts’igs • ni 

• P/yogs • kyi * c’os * Aid • tsam * 
yin * pai * p’yir * dpe * ni * gtan * 


P.S.V. b. 

gtan • ts’igs • bcas • pa • ’m • bsgrub 
• bya • tsam / 

de • k’yad • par • gyi • dpe • yin . 
•na// 

dpe • ni • t’ug * pa • med • pa • dah / 
mi • mt’un * p’yogs • las • Idog • med 
hgyur // 

dper . na • bum • pa • ni • byas 

• pai • p’yir • rtag • ste / de • biin . 
du • sgra • yah • yin * no • ies / gal • 
te . de • Itar • dper • byed • na / bum 
pa * mi • rtag • pa * fiid • la • yah • 
dper • brjod • par • bya • bai • p’yir 

• t’ug • pa • med • par • hgyur • ba * 
’m • sgra • la • yah - dpe • med • 
par • grub • par • hgyur • ro / ci • 
ste • bum • pa • biin • du • mi • rtag 

• pa • yin • gyi / nam • mk’a’ * biin 

• du • rtag • pa • ni • ma • yin • no • 
ies • bsgrub • par • bya • ba * ts’am 

• gyi • dper • byed • na / des • na • 

nam * mk’a’ * la • sogs • pa • las • 
byas • pa • Aid • Idog • par • fie • 
bar • bstan • par * bya • ba • yin • 
na • yod • pa • yah • ma • yin * no / 
ci • ste • yah • mi * rtag * pa • fiid 

- yod • na • bum • pa • biin ■ du 

• mi • rtag • pa • yi • yin ■ gyi / snam 

• bu • biin • du • ma • yin * no / 
ies • bsgrub • pai * k’yad • par • gyi 

• dper • byed • pa • de • Ita * na • 
yah • snam • bu • la • sogs • par • 
rnamc • las • byas • pa * Idog * par • 
brjod • par • bya • bar • hgyur • na 

• Aid • p’yogs • kyi • c’os * tsam 

• gtan • ts’igs • so • ies • bya • bar 

• hgyur • te / de • Itar • yah / p’yogs • 
kyi . c’os * tsam • fiid • yin • na • ’ 
hk’rul • ba - yah • ni • gtan • ts’igs 

• fiid * gtan • ts’igs * Itar * snah • ba 

• gtan • ts’igs • su • hgyur • ro / 

su • gfii * ga • brjod • na * mi * 
hgyur • ies * gah • gi • c’os • mt’un 
■ pa • Aid ■ kyis • dpe • brjod • pa • 
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of ‘the notion to be proved and of the reason coexist. It is not 
defined as the non-existence of the reason, wherever the pro- 
handum is absent. Therefore there is no doubt that such an 
example cannot prove anything. If Vatpahsadharma only (M as re- 
sident in P) were the reason, then the inconclusive reason would 
prove to be a valid reason. But how is this mistake possible, 
when both examples are present, [I mean] that which proves 
the probandum, and that which possesses the proprieties of the ne- 
gative instances? But that fallacy (inconclusive) happens when the 
negative instances of the probandum are not of one and the same 
class, just as in the last examples of the first and the last triad 
[of the table of the reasons already referred to]. Therefore we 
must conclude that the coexistence of the three aspects declares 
[the validity of] the reason. According to this logical rule [as 
laid down by me], although all the various parts are the reason, 
in so far as they [equally] show [the validity] of the notion to 
be proved, still a part only is called the reason [viz. ihepahsadharma]. 
Thus I have briefly explained the proposition etc., and the 


ts’igs • kyi • don • las * logs • sin • 
par • hgyur • ro • ie • na / de • Ita • 
na • yah • p’yogs • kyi • c’os • hid 
. tsam • gtan • ts’igs • yin » na • 
hkr’ul • ba • can • yah • hgyur • 
gtan • ts^igs • Itar • snah • ba • 

yah • gtan • ts’igs • su • hgyur • ro • 

ghis • ka • brjod • la • mi • hgyur • 
2:es / hdi • sham • du • gah • c’os • 
mt’un • hba’ • iig • dpe • brjod • par 
. byed • pa • de • la • hkTuI • ba • 
can • gyis • go • skabs • yod • de • 
mi - mt’un • pai • p’yogs • la • yah 

• srid • pai • p’yir • ro / gah • c’os • 

mi • mt’un - pa • hba’ • iXg • (irj3d » 

par • byed • pa • de • la • n? • t’un 

• moh • ma • yin • pa • nid • du • 
hgyur • ro / gah • %\g • gftis • ka • brjod 

• par • de • la • ni • gah • yah • mi • 
srid • do • ie • na / de • la • yah /dgui 

• nah • nas • ghis * srid • do • p’yogs 

• kyi • c’os • dgu . la • dah • po 

• dah • t’a • ma • gsum • pa • gyas 

• p’yogs • na • moi • dpe • gnis • ka 

• brjod « kyah • hk’rul • ba • can • 
du • yod • par • srid • pa • yin • no / 

W alle&er. 


dei • mi • mt’un ‘ p’yogs • la • yah • 

srid • pai • p’yir • hk’rul • bai • go • 

skabs • yod • pa • ma • yin • no / gah • 
gi • yah • c’os • mi • mt’un * pa • 
nid . kyis • dpe • brjod • pa • dei • 
t’un . moh • ma • yin • pa • nid • 

ni • mi * mt’un • pai • p’yogs • la • 

yah . srid • pai • p’yir • hk’rul • bai 

• go • skabs • yod • pa • yin • gyi / 
gah • gi • yah • ghi • ga • brjod • par • 
bya* ba » de • la • ak’rul • ba • srid • pa* 
ma • yin • no • ies • bya • ba • hdir 

• hgyur • na / de • la • yah • dgu • 
po • rnams • la • gnis • dag • srid / 
p’yogs • kyi • c’os • rnams * dgu * 
pa • rnams • kyi • gsum * la • dah • 
po • dah • t’a • mai • dpe • brjod • 
pa • p’yi • ma • dag * la • dpe • gftis • 
po • dag • brjod • kyah • ak’rul • ba • 
srid * pa • yod • pa • yin • no • 
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fallacies of these [members of the syllogism]. So the various sen- 
tences can be called either a valid proof or a fallacious proof. 

According as it can [or cannot] be the cause of another’s 
understanding, the proof is called a (valid) proof or a falla- 
cious proof. As regards one’s understanding there are only 
two pramanas, I mean: inference and direct perception (pro- 
tyaksa and anumana) since [the other pramanas admitted by 
different schools] such as tradition (sabda), analogy (upamana) etc. 
are included in these two. Thus there are only two pramanas, 
by which we can apprehend the thing in itself (svalaksana) and 
its generality (sdmdnyalaksana). There is no other knowable 
besides these two, which can be apprehended by a pramdna 
different from those [already referred to]. A kdrikd says: 

XV. Direct perception must be devoid of every construc- 
tion of thought (kalpandpodha). - The other [knowledge] is derived 
from the reason already explained. 

[The expression used] here: “direct perception must be 
devoid #tc.” means this: direct perception is called that 
knowledge of the object itself as rupa etc., which is devoid of 
every [determination] of class and name, and which presupposes 
that all vikalpas are not differentiated [from the thing itself]®®). 
Moreover [each direct perception] depends upon some conditions 
strictly peculiar to it, as its sphere is limited to each separate 
sense. Therefore it is called “pratyaksa”. Therefore a kdrikd 
says: 

XVI. All the dharmas which are existent do not possess 
one and a single characteristie Each sense does not possess the 
function of all [the others also]. The inner consciousness (sam- 
vedand) only is inexprimible and it corresponds to the sphere of 
the material senses. 

These are also called direct per^ception: the sphere of mind 
(manohhumi) which consists in the act^bf mere consciousness’and 
which is devoid of every construction of thought, those elements 
in passions etc. which are self-conscious, and the intuitions of the 


This passage has been quoted by KamalasUa in his commentary on 
the Tattvasaflgraha, pag. 372: tatrayam Nyayamukhagranthah: yaj jHanam 
aTtharupadau iiiesanabhidhayakabhedopacareMvikalpakam, tad aksam aksarn 
prati varttata iti pratyaksam. The pratyaksa is therefore, for Dihnaga, pure 
sensation. On the pratyaksa and anumdna according to him, cfr. Stcherbatsky 
Erkenntnistheorie und Logik, 
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mystics (yogin) when they get rid of the dialectical constructions 
(vikalpa) [belonging to the particular] system [that they follow] 
Here (viz. in the fact of the direct perception) we do not 
distinguish the [perception as] means of knowledge (pramdna) 
from the cognition which is the result of that: because its only 
essence resides in producing a representation of the object (ar- 
thdbhdsa). As it looks as if it had some function, it is meta- 
forically called ^ pramdna, viz. '"means of knowledge”. [Some ask:] 
„If self-consciousness which is felt in conditions such as 
those of passion etc. is considered to be direct perception, why, 
then, here [in the definition of this direct perception], you say 
that this is a knowledge devoid of the constructions of thought?” 
We do not exclude here self- experience; since [according to 
me] pure perception must be devoid of any construction of 
thought, when here [viz. in the process of perception] the notion 
of other objects arises, this notion is not called direct perception. 
Therefore in this way I [implicitely] assume that memory, indue- - 
tion, desire, doubt, confused knowledge etc. perception of water 
in a mirage etc. cannot be called direct perception, since those 
constructions of thought are present, which are the result of 
previous experiences^^- Thus as regards [the things generally 


P.S.V. a, fol. 14 b. 16. 
yid • kyafi - don • dan • c’ags • la • 
sogs / 

ran • rig • rtog • pa • med • pa • yin // 
Yid • kyah - yul • gzugs • la • 
sogs - pa • la • dmigs - sin • flams • 
su • myoh • bai • rnam • pas • hjug • 
pa • ste / rtog • pa • med • pa • hba' • 

• go / hdod • c’ags • dan • ie • 
sdah • dan • gti * mug • dan • bde • 
P.S.V. b, agrees with: a. Por Dar- 
maklrti also perception is fourfold. 
P.S.V. a, ibid. 

re • 2ig • gal • te • hdod • c’ags • 
la • sogs • pai • rah • rig • pa • mhon 

• sum • yin • na • rtog • pai • ^es • 
pa • yah • mhon • sum • du • hgyur 

• 4e • na / de • ni • bden - te / 

rtog • pa • ’h • rah • rig • nid • 
du • hdod / don • la • ma • yin - de 
- rtog • p’yir // de - yul • la • hi • 
hdod - c’ags • la • sogs • pa • hid • 
du • mhon • sum • ma • yin • yah • 


ba • dah • sdug • bshal • la • sogs • pa • 
ni • dbah • po • la - mi • bitos • pai 

• p'yir / rah • rig • pai • mhon • sum 

• mo / de • Min • du • rnal • hbyor • 
rnams • kyi • bla * ma • yis • bstan - 
don - t’a • dad - tsam • 2ig . mt’oh / 
rhal • hbyor • pa • rnams • kyis • kyah 

• luh - las • rnam • par • rtog • pa • 
dah • ma • hdres • pai • don - tsam 

• mt’oh • pa • ni • mhon • sum • mo / 
rah • rig • go • (But P.S.V. b: rah • 
rig • pa • la • ni . ma • yin • pai- 
p’yir • skyon • med • do.) • ies • 
bya • ba • skyon - med • do / de • 
dag • ni - mhon • sum • mo / 
hk’rul • dah • kun • rdsob • yin • ses 

• dah’/ 

rjes • dpag • rjes • su • dpag • las * 
byuh // 

dran • dah • mhon • hdod • ces - bya 

• ba / 


4 
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considered in this world as existent], such as the existence of 
pot etc., number etc., action of lifting etc., the notion of potness 
etc. is not direct perception, but a pratyaksabhdsa^^). 

In fact [in these cases] constructions of our thought are 
present, and therefore we attribute to the object, as it really is, 
other characteristics and assume that it is in relation with other 
things®*). Thus I have explained direct perception; now I shall 
explain inference. 

In the sentence: “the other is derived from the reason already 
explained” it is necessary to understand: “knowledge”. This 
[viz. direct perception] is the first knowledge. The other is derived 
from the reason which [is possessed with the force of being] 
a proof, as already explained, and is based upon the significance 
of that. 

This [knowledge] can be of two kinds, that is the knowledge 
which consists in the apprehension of the object to be known is 
derived either from direct perception, or from inference and 
the recollection of the indissoluble connection between the 
reason and the thesis to be proved. Therefore one proves the 
force of the argument first assumed, because one remembers 
[those aspects which give validity to a reason, viz.] that the reason 
is certainly present in the positive instances etc. The one as 
well as the other [aspect] are called inference, since they represent 
the immediate and the mediate cause by which we attain the 
knowledge of the objects. They are so called because of their 
nature of being the efficient cause of knowledge. 


mnon • sum • Itar • snan • rab • rib • 
bcas • 

(P.S.V. b. ces.) 

re tig • . hk’rul • pai • ies • pa • 
ni . smig • rgyu . la -sogs • pa • la - 
c’u * la • sogs • par . rtog • pai • 
p'yir * mnon . sum • Itar • snan < 
ba^o / kun • rdsob * tu • yod • pa • 


ni • don • g^an • sgro • hdogs • pas • 
dei • no • bor • brtags • nas • hjug • 
pai • p’yir • mnon • sum • Itar • snan 

• ba'o / rjes • su • dpag • pai • hbras 

• bu • sogs • pai • ^es • pa • ni • 
sfiar • niTms • su • myon • ba * la • 
rtog • pai • p'yir • mnon • sum • ma 

• yin • no / 


Allusion to the categories of the Vaisesikas. “Potness’' refers to sa- 
manya, “number” to guna, “action” of lifting (utksejpana) to harman. On this 
subject cfr. Faddegorty Vaisesika System and Ui, Vais, Philosophy, 

That is, since, according to Dihnaga, the real perception is pure sen- 
sation, which immediately apprehends the thing in itself (svalaksana), the notion 
of a pot cannot be called pratyaksa: the potness is superimposed by our mind 
while, in fact, the real object of sensation are the four material elements 
that constitute a pot. 
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We must therefore aknowledge that the inference for the sake 
of another also cannot have the validity of proof without 
assuming the validity of the process ot this [inference for one’s 
own sake]. 

Therefore a kdrika says: 

XVII. One single object has many attributes (dharmas); 
and therefore a mark [used as a definition] (nimitta) can not be 
appropriate to all. Only when we exclude the other [cases] the 
expression [abhidhdna] follows [the object], 

XV I II. Just in the same way the characteristic (laksana) is 
also possessed of many attributes (dharmas) . Only if it does not 
go beyond [the contents] of the notion to be characterized 
(laksya) it can express that but not another 

How, then, here [viz. concerning the inference], did we make 
a statement different from that previously expounded concerning 
the direct perception? In order to show the twofold process 
(*naya). 

Here, [as regards inference] the result of the inference must 
also be called inference, there [in the perception] the cause of the 
perception must also be called a perception. Either of them 
does not exclude [the possibility of the other]. 

So I have explained the proof and the fallacies of the proof. 
Now 1 shall speak of the refutation and of the fallacies of the 
refutation. 

A karikd says: 

XIX. The refutation consists in showing that the formu- 
lation of a syllogism is defective (nyuna) etc. The fallacies of re- 
futation are called “jdtis”^°). 

Here [in this karika] the sentence: “the refutation consists 
in showing that the formulation of a syllogism is defective etc.” 
refers to the [logical ersofs such as] defective formulation etc. 
which have been already explained, that is to the errors of the 
various members of a syllogism. Each one of’ those expressions 


On the apoha cfr. P.S.IV. 

The dusana or refutation consists in showing that the syllogism stated 
by the disputant is inficiated by one of the logical errors already enunciated 
by Dihnaga. The fallacies of refutation dusana-abhasa correspond to the jatis 
fe the Nyayasutras V,1, 1 fll; and consist in pointing out the presence of an 
orror where, in fact, there is no error. An improper refutation of a wrbng state- 
ment is not a jati, but a nigrahasthdna. 
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is called refutation, since each one of them can indicate that 
the previous thesis has not been exactly formulated. 

The sentence: “the fallacies of refutation are called jdtis“ 
means this: the jdtis such as “balancing the homogeneity" (sa- 
dharmyasama) etc. are called fallacies of refutation, since these 
[kinds of counter-syllogism] are generally imagined against a valid 
inference, in order to bewilder the mind of the opponent, but they 
cannot show that the previous thesis has not been exactly [formu- 
lated]. They are called jatis because they refute without following 
the rules of logic and because, being falsely imagined as a [real] refu- 
tation, they [have the appearance of being] analogous to that. If 
such a kind [of argument] is imagined [in order to refute] an 
inference, which has been established without respecting the rules 
of logic, [then the cases are two]: either the opponent does not 
notice the mistake of the inference, or he shows the process of 
that mistake. Neither the one nor the other case are called 

XX. When, the negative instance having been indicated, 
one establishes a different thesis, on account of the [mere] 
analogy [with that same negative instance], [then we have the 
jdti called]: “balancing the homogeneity” (sddharmyasama); the 
other is based on the [mere] heterogeneity [vaidharmyasama]. 
The assumption 

XXL of a difference [as regards the proprieties of the 
example] is called vikalpasama “balancing the alternative”; 
[if one asserts that] identity [between the probandum and the 
example] is necessarily implied and [therefore] non-diversity 
[between the probandum and the example] is proved, [we have] 
the jdti called balancing the non-diversity (avisesasama). To 
indicate that there is another reason [that can prove the pro- 
bandum] [represents the jdti] called “balancing the perception” 
(upalabdhisama). r 

XXII, “Balancing the doubt” (sdmsayasama) is called 
[that jdti in which one] argues that the reason is doubtful on 
account of the diversity of [its] meanings. “Balancing the evi- 
dence” (arthapattisama) is called [that jati in which one 


®‘) In the first case there would be the point of defeat (nigrakasthana) 
called overlooking the censurable paryanuyojyopeksana. As regards the second 
case there is dusana. 
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says that the undesired [proposition is also demonstrated] on 
account of the meaning of the negative instance®®). 

Here [in the first karika] in the sentence: “When, the negative 
instance having been indicated, one establishes a different [thesis] 
on account of the [mere] analogy [with the negative instance], 
there is the sadharmyasama “balancing the homogeneity”®®), 
[the expression]: “one establishes a different thesis” is meant 
to indicate that the [counter-]syllogism proves just the opposite 
[viparltasadhana]. This is said because it is the efficient cause®*). 
On account of its being analogous to the [mere] homogeneity it 
is called balancing the homogeneity, since all [these arguments] 
contain in their formulation the same kind of erroneous analogy®®. 
“Safwa” is in the neuter form because it is referred to refutation 
(dusana), which is neuter, or in order to follow the metre of 
the karika. 

How is [such a sentence]: “the refutation consisting in the 
[jati called] : 'balancing the homogeneity’ (sddharmyasamadusanaY 
[possible?]. It is so called because the agent is here expressed 
in the place of the effect, since he is the producer of the' function 
[of the refutation]. Afterwards also [as regards the other jatis] the 
same must be said,according to thecases. Now we have here a syllogism 
contrary to that established by the [other disputant] and based on the 
mere homogeneous example. Therefore it is called: “balancing the 
homogeneity”. E.g. in the syllogism “sound is non-eternal,because the 
effect of some effort”, ether istheheterogeneousexample. Now [some- 
body] shows that ether is the homogeneous example, because it has the 


'>*) It is very difficult to find the exact English rendering of the various 
kinds of jati; as a rule I have followed the terminology proposed by Vidyabhusana 
in his H. I. L. 

The sadharmyasama vaidharmyasama are SO enunciated in P.S. 
VI, (cfr. N. S., V, 1,2.) 
dpe • dan - mi • mt’un - p’yogs • dag • gi/ 
c’os • mt'un ■ mls’uhs • te • gian • yah • ni // 
c’os • mt’un • pa • yis • gian • sgrub - pa / 
c’os • mi • mt’un • pas // 

’*)P.S.V. a, 89. b. 6 viz. of the opposite thesis gian ■ sgrub • ces • bya ■ ba • 
ni • bzlog • pa • sgrub • pa • ste • byed • pa • poi - rgyur • byas • nas ■ so • The 
whole passage concerning the sadharmya — and vaidharmyasama is wanting in 
P.S.V.b. 

®®) cfr. N.S.B. pag 828. which is slightly different from the interpretation 
given by Uddyotakara. 
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propriety of being immaterial [just as sound], and states therefore 
that sound is eternal [as ether] ; then, if it be so, the homogeneous 
example of the reason already enunciated [’’effect of some effort"] 
must be the pot, but [here] a negative instance such as ether 
has been taken as homogeneous example. Therefore this kind 
of argument is called “balancing the homogeneity”*®). 

“The other is based upon the [mere] heterogeneity” that is 
[the jati] balancing the heterogenity. This is different from the 
[jati] balancing the homogeneity previously [explained]; it in- 
dicates the negative instance; and proves just the contrary on 
the basis of the mere heterogeneous example e. g., when in 
the two examples already stated, one takes the pot as the hetero- 
geneous example. Such an argument is called: “balancing the 
heterogeneity”*’). 

“The assumption of a difference, is called balancing 
the alternative, vikalpasama”. Since it has been said before: 
“the negative instance having been shown etc.” and since now 
Isay: “the assumption of a difference” we must understand that 
here there is the assumption of a difference in the homogeneous 
[example]. E. g. [in the example given] before, “pot” is the 
homogeneous example. Now since in that homogeneous [example] 
there are [many] peculiar aspects such as the propriety of being 
cooked etc., therefore the necessary consequence is that the pot 
must be non-eternal, but not sound. Sound [on the contrary] 
must be eternal, unburnable etc. on account of this difference [in 
the aspects of the example]. Because of this assumption a con- 
trary probandum is stated and therefore this jdti is called: “ba- 
lancing the alternative”*®). 

“If identity is necessarily implied, non-diversity is proved”. 
This means that since the [example] indicating the homogeneity has 
been previously enunciated, the idenfij;y of this with that is 
necessarily proved. What is “that”? As no mention is heard 
here of any counter-example and on account of the proxi- 


”) Same example and same discussion in the P.S.V. 

»') N.S. V. 4. 2. P.S.V. a. pag. 90 a. 1. 1. 

"s) N.S. V. 1. 4. P.S.V. a, 90 b. 1. 6. P.S.V. b, 173 b. 1. 6. It is so enun- 
ciated in P.S. VI, c’os • mt’un • la • yan • k’yad • par • brjod / rnam • rtog ■ 
mts’uns • yin • 
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mity with that we must understand this [word] as referring to the 

probandum (paksaY^). 

[The sentence] “non-diversity is proved” means that the 
mistake [consisting] in the [assumption] of the non-diversity is 
the result. The meaning [of the sentence] can be understood 
through these words, and therefore I have not specified what is 
[“that”]. What is that which is non-different, and from what 
is it non-different? Since this has not been specified, we must 
understand: “this” all [is not different] from “that” all. E. g. 
when one says: “since it is evident that pot etc. have some pro- 
prieties analogous [to that of sound] then the other proprieties 
of the pot must also be non-different from those of sound; thus 
“all” the proprieties of the pot must be necessarily present in sound. 
Then, since they [viz. pot and sound] have a complete similarity 
of proprieties the necessary consequence is the identity [of both]. 
Or although here there is the error consisting in the [assumption of] 
non-diversity, it is also indicated that pot and sound are different; 
[thus] it [viz. the avisesasama] is not very much different from 
the vikalpasama already explained, and therefore it must be 
separately enunciated. If [it is maintained that] non-eternity 
[of sound] can be proved by the reason that it is the effect of some 
effort, when one wants to show, that both [notions] are not of an 
absolute nature, then he proves the non-diversity of the probandum 
and of the reason. Or it is called “balancing the non-diversity”, 
also since it causes non-diversity to be proved. This means that this 
reason can prove the propriety to be proved, as well as the pro- 
priety opposite to it. Hence the non-diversity. Therefore [this 
jati] is called: “balancing the non-diversity”^®®). 


»») N.S. V. 1.23. P.S.V,a:91 a. 1.6. P.S.V. b. 174 a. 1.5. 

So enunciated in P.S. 

. . . gcig • nid • du / 

t’al • p’yir • k’yad • par • du • ma • byas // 

This discussion implies that according to Dihnaga we have three 
kinds of avisesasama. The first is like that expounded in the N.S., that is, 
it consists in assuming a complete similarity betwen the subject of the pro- 
position and the example. If sound is non-eternal because it is the effect of 
some effort as the pot, then it must be burnable etc. as pot. The error of this kind of 
arguing is the asiddha. The second is based upon the assumption that there is a com- 
plete similarity between the probandum and the reason ; „non eternal' ‘ — „effect of 
effort". (That is, the meaning of non-eternal is that something being previously non- 
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“To indicate that there is another reason” [represents the jdti] 
called: “balancing the perception, upalabdhisama” . This means: 
when one indicates that the attribute of the subject which is to 
be proved can be perceived by other causes, then we have that 
jdti which is called “upalabdhisama”^^^). 

E. g. concerning the syllogism before referred to, viz. 
“sound is non-eternal etc.” somebody objects: “this reason is not 
valid, since as regards things such as lightning etc. non-eternity 
is proved as being obtained through other causes such as direct per- 
ception etc. 

If then, without this [reason], it is possible to perceive that 
[propriety], this [reason] is not the [reason] of that [propriety]; 
there are in fact some other reasons different from that, which 
can be used in the syllogism; this means that this reason is not 
the valid reason of non-eternity, since it is not invariably con- 
comitant with that; just as if one says that trees are posses- 
sed with mind-activity, since they sleep^®‘). 

“‘Balancing the doubt’ is called [that jati in which one] 
argues that the reason is doubtful on account of the diversity 
of [its] meanings”. Since it must be referred to jati [somd] the 
feminine form is [here] used. Here [this particular jrdri], is called: 
“balancing the doubt,” either because some diversity in the meaning 

existent, comes into existence as the result of a creation; but, then, before the 
union with the reason, sound is not yet existent; how then is it possible to say 
that it is non-eternal, since it is as well non-existent as the reason? — But 
this is an assumption of the opponent, since the disputant does not wish to 
prove that sound, being before non-existent, comes afterwards into existence. 
Moreover it is based upon the false assumption that the reason is a karaiia hetn 
while it is jndpdka. This same kind of avisesasama is discussed at length in the 
Tarka'sastra, which will shortly appear in Baroda S. S. 

The third consists in assuming that two different and contradictory pro- 
positions are equally proved. Sound is similar^tq pot, since it is the effect of 
some effort, but unlike the pot it is unburnable.i-. Therefore the same reason 
indifferently proves eternity as regards sound and non-eternity as regards 
pot. Thus the given argument would be contradictory. 

P.N.S.VI. P.S. nil. Vl.bsgrub • bya • la • ni ■ gtan • ts’igs • gim / 
bstan • pa • dmigs • pa • mts’uhs • pa • yin / Same discussion and same 
example in P.S.V. a, 92 a, 1.7; P.S.V.b, 175 b, 1.2. That is, there are two 
kinds of upalabdhisama; one consists in showing that the given reason is not 
conclusively present in the positive instances, since there are other reasons 
that can prove the probandum; the other consists in indicating that the reason 
is not necessarily concomitantwiththesubject, as in the second example given in 
the text (paksaikadesasiddha, cfr. N. B. T. psu; 31 Where the same examoie is civen 1 . 
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of the proposition is assumed, and therefore the reason becomes 
inconclusive, or it is called “balancing the doubt”, because some 
diversity in the meaning of the reason is assumed. E. g. when 
one states the syllogism referred to above: “sound is non-eternal, 
because the effect of some effort", the opponent objects: we 
see that whatever is the effect of some activity, is either pro- 
duced or simply manifested; therefore this argument implies a 
doubt. Now so far as the probandum is concerned, this can be 
either produced or simply manifested. Therefore it is impossible 
to prove non-eternity by using this reasoni® 2 )_ 

“‘Balancing the evidence’ is called [that jdti in which one] 
says that the undesiderd [proposition is also demonstrated] on 
account of the meaning of the negative instance”^®®). This happens 
when somebody argues in the following way: “If you maintain 
that sound is non-eternal, because the effect of some effort, then 
from this argument the necessary consequence derives, that 
things such as lightning etc., must be eternal since they are not 
the effect of some effort”. Such arguing is called ‘[the jati] 
balancing the evidence’. Here [in the kdrikd], because of the 
conciseness, 1 have left out the last word (sama) and therefore 
I have only said: doubt, and evidence. Now somebody might 
ask: “but why have these variousjfatis such as balancing the homo- 
geneous example" etc. been enunciated in an order different 
from that followed by the other Masters of logic? My reply is: 
because they are similar to fallacies of refutation. 

XXIII. Since there are many doubts [which derive from these 

' P.S VI don • t’a • dad • pas • gtan • ts’igs - la / t’e • ts’om • rtsod • 
pa • t’e • ts’om • bsad; same discussion as in P.S. V a 92. b. 1. 7 and P.S.V a 
196 a, 1.3 cfr. N.S. V, I, 14. That is samsayasama is also twofold. The 
doubt can concern the mere probandum; e. g. the non-eternal is of two kinds; 
there is the non-eternal of the 'birth from of a previous non-exis*ence and 
there is the non-eternal on 'account of the destruction that every object 
undergoes (prag-abhava pragutpatter ahhdva] and pradhvamsa-abhava) cfr. 
N.S. II, II, 12. Then what kind of non-eternal can be proved by the reason: 
„effect of some effort"? In the second case the doubt concerns the reason; 
that is, that which is the effect of some effort can be either produced by that 
effort or simply manifested. In the first case we have non-etemity, but in the 
second eternity. 

1"’) N.S.V. V. I, 21, P.S. VI. 

mi • mt’un • p’yogs • la - don • gyis -ni • mi • hdod • brjod • pa • don • rtogs 

hgyur. 

cfr. P.S.V. a, 9. a, 1. 6. and P.S.V. b, 176 b. 1. 2. 
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arguments based upon] this homogeneity etc. [these jatis] 
are fallacies of refutation. 

The plural is used here in order to indicate that there are 
other refutations and also in order to indicate that there is the 
wrong assumption of mistakes such as the asiddha^^‘^). 

Here the first four cases are inadmissible with the formulation 
of the example, as it has been expounded by me; [but] they 
only follow the formulation of the example as made commonly 
in the world. Although the conclusive nature of the reason is 
not indicated, still, since their existence is accepted, they are 
expounded here“®). 

If one proves his own proposition having recourse to a reason, 
[the necessary aspects of which such as] the homogeneous example 
etc. are not conclusive, the formulation [of a counter-syllogism] 
shows that the other [viz. vipaksa] also has this [same] propriety, 
and therefore the result is the inconclusive reason called ‘too 
general’ (sadharana); or there is the other inconclusive called 
viruddhadyabhicarin^ ® *) . 

[Now some might object:] “if [its] formulation is only meant 
to prove one’s own thesis, then how can the inconclusive be called a 
refutation”? But certainly [I do] not [mean] that the formulation 
of this [inconclusive reason] is to be considered as a refutation, 
I call the refutation of an inconclusive expression inconclusive; 
therefore there is not such a mistake [as pointed out by you], 
since in the ‘name’, (ahhidhdna) the ‘named’ (abhidheya) is expressed. 


This means that since the jati contains a wrong arguing it is possible 
to indicate by a counter-example either that it is not the right refutation, or that 
it is contaminated by the presence of logical ^mistakes. 

Lift.: I make this explanation; or: th»ir explan, 
i®®)" That ‘is if one meainS to prove bythe ihere-saaftarmyo "or 'vdidhamya' 
as supposed to be in the reason given by the disputant, that the argument of 
this is asiddha, then, the reply is: ‘if by the mere homogeneity or by the 
mere heterogeneity my reason cannot prove, yours also cannot prove.’ 

This implies the presence of the mistake called 'too-general', since the reason 
resides in the positive as weli as in the negative instances. 

If on the other hand it is admitted that the given reason can prove the 
probandura of the disputant as weli as the opposite thesis, then this implies 
the error virtiddha-avyabhicari. For the definition of these logical errors cfr. 
above. The substance of this discussion is to be found also in P.S.V. a, fol.90. 



The Nyayamukha. 


61 


As regards the other places also we must state the same. 
If the notion to be proved is erroneous, because inconclusive, or 
if the reason [the fundamental aspects of which, such as] homo- 
geneity [with the positive instance] etc. must be [well] ascertained, 
is to be proved [in some of these aspects], then, [such a case] is' 
called “refutation" on account of the refutation of these mistakes. 
Wherever there is the force of the evidence of direct perception, 
no inference can succeed in refuting the propriety that one 
wants to prove; e. g. if one establishes that sound is inaudible 
like a pot; since it is evident, by direct perception, that sound 
is audible, because of its audibility one cannot refute non-eternity. 
Not only because that which can refute is not seen. If it be 
not so, one must also refute in the same manner the eternity^®’). 

The second [example of the jati] “balancing the non-diversity” 
isawrong assumption (abhasa) of the logical error called asiddhahetu, 
unproved reason. It depends on the assumption (adhydropa), made 
as regards the probandum, that, being originally non existent, 
it is now existent, in order to prove the mistake consisting in 
the identity of the notion to be proved with the reason^®®). 

This well-ascertained (prasiddha) predicate of the reason: 
“originally non-existent, afterwards produced by a cause” proves 
[also] non-existence that follows destruction (pradhvamsaabhdva). 
But if one states that reason (viz. that of the pradhvamsaabhdva) 
the refutation is possible^®®). 


Suppose that the syllogism: „sound is non-eternal etc.“ has been 
formulated. If the opponent, basing himself upon the mere analogy, wants to 
prove that the argument is not valid, because whatever is a product has also other 
proprieties, which are opposite to the alleged non-eternity, then he argues 
thus: “sound is non-audible, because a product, as a pot“. In this way he thinks 
that he can show how an undeslreti implication follows from the argument of the 
disputant, aiming at proving 'that sound is eternal. But in this case “sound 
is non-audible” is contradicted by direct perception and therefore it represents 
the mistake called viruddhapaksabhasa. Moreover he does not express that 
he wants to oppose eternity to non-eternity. For the same argument cfr. 
P.S.V.a, 92 a, 1.4. P.S.V. b, 175 a. 1.4. 

“*) Cfr. note 100. 

“*) In the syllogism : “sound is non-eteinal, because a product" the reason 
indicates the prag-abhdva and this reason is valid and prasiddha in order to 
prove the other aspect of the non-eternal, viz. the pradhvamsa-abhdva, the de- 
struction after having been existent. Then we can prove the pradhvamsa-abhdva 
by the prag-abhava, but we cannot prove the non-eternity by the pradhvamsa- 
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The third example of the [jati] ‘^balancing the non-diversity” 
is a refutation which proves (a statement) opposite to the pro- 
bandum, andit is a fallacy of the proof, because ^‘burnable etc.” 
are not conclusive reasons. If they were conclusive, there would 
’be the error called contradictoryii^). 

The [first example of the jati] “balancing the perception”, 
since it is meant to prove the inconclusiveness of the reason, 
comes to be a wrong assumption of that^ii). 

But if the reason [of the given] probandum is valid also for 
proving the eternity, [only] then, it would be possible to have 
recourse to the refutation. 

[As regards] the second [example of the jati]“ balancing the 
perception, “ [it states that the cause given by the disputant] 
is not pervading {avydpaka)^ because it does not reside in other 
notions belonging to the same class ; thus it consists in assuming [that 
the argument in question is inficiated by the] error of being un- 
proved (asiddhahetudosdbhdsa). Only if the reason be [really] 
non-exis]^ent in the probandum, then, it would be possible to call 
[this refutation a valid] refutation. But here it is not wanted 
to prove that everything is non-eternah^.“). 

ahkava, which IS not prasiddha (e. g. the Safikhyas do not accept it). This 
same discussion is shortly referred to in P.S.V. a, 91 b, 1. 4 and P.S.V.b, 174b, 
1. 5, and also in the Tarkasdstra, 

^^0) Cfr, note 100. The argument of the opponent can be formulated in 
this way: “sound, which is the effect of some effort, is eternal; because it cannot 
be burnt, as ether“. But here the reason: “because cannot be burnt'^ is 
inconclusive, since it is resident also in negative instances such as mental 
dharmas etc. If the counter-reason were really conclusive, then there would 
be the possibility of refuting the argument of the disputant as being contradictory. 

Litt. proves the appearance, abhdsa, of that.“ In fact this jdti comes 
to prove that if a thing or a notion can exist or can be proved without having 
recourse to another thing or to another notion, -these are not the cause of that, 
according to the well known nyaya rule that ar? effect is : yad, yasminn asati 
na hhavati, sati bhavati, tasya tat. But, of course, if the efficient cause kdranahetu 
of an object must be only one, the same rule does not hold good for the upalabdhi- 
hetu, the cause or reason which proves the validity of a notion. 

^^2) In fact the argument of the opponent comes to this: from the mere 
fact that this reason is non-resident in other non-eternals different from that 
one discussed here, it infers thaUthe reason is not resident in sound also. But 
the disputant does not mean to say that whatever is non-etemal is the effect 
of some effort, but only that if a thing is the effect of some effort it is certainly 
non-etemal. The refutation would be valid only if the reason be not resident 
in the probandum, as in the exanjple of the Hrisa-tree given in the text. 
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[As regards the jati] ‘‘balancing the doubt“ this means that 
one wants to prove perishabilityn^), by the fact that an object 
is the effect of some activity. If then one assumes in the probandum 
the propriety of being produced“^) he commits the error called 
inconclusive. [And therefore this jati corresponds to] the wrong 
assumption of the presence of the inconclusive reason [in the 
argument of the adversary]. If no alternative is advanced as re- 
gards the probandum, but [the opponent] only [objects], taking 
the reason in a particular sense and understanding it as meaning: 
“produced by etc.” this corresponds to the wrong assumption 
that the argument is contaminated by the error of being unproved^^^) ; 
in fact, in this case, it is not wanted to state that only the [pro- 
priety of being] produced proves [the other propriety of being 
subject to] destruction. In fact, either if it is produced or if it is 
simply manifested [by some activity], it is equally subject to 
destruction, and therefore the reason is not inconclusive. [The 
jati] “balancing the evidence" means that the objection is based 
upon a wrong assumption of the error called inconclusive^*). 
But if one wants to prove eternity and non-eternity by the reason: 
“because not the effect of some effort”, or if he means to prove 
non-eternity, only by the reason that it is the effect of some 
activity, then it is possible to have [a valid] refutation. 

XXIV. [The jati] called” balancing the co-presence” or “ba- 
lancing the mutual absence” {prapti, apraptisama) [or the jati called] 
’’balancing the non-reason" (ahetusama) and which [respectively] 
consist [in affirming] that an undesired implication follows either 
if the reason reaches [the probandum] or if it does not reach [the 
probandum], [and in maintaining that the reason is impossible at] 
all the three times, are said to correspond to the wrong assumption 
of the defectiveness of the reason. 


That is non-eternal, because subject to destruction. Cfr. N.S., II, II, 
12 and N.V. ad loc. 

That is of being non-eternal, because a product (which has previous 
non-existence, prag-ahhava). 

*“) In fact the reason is: “effect of some effort”, but the opponent gives 
to this the meaning of: “produced by an effort’’. 

The disputant does not mean to say that the non-gtemal is the effect 
of some effort only (yad anityam tat prayatnenotpannam eva), but he says that 
the fact of being the effect of some effort proves non-eternity (yat prayatnenot- 
pannam tad anityam eva). 
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The sentence: “the jati called balancing the co-presence 

all the three times”^^’) means this: [Either if the reason] is 
present [with the probandum or if the reason is] not present 
[with the probandum], an undesired implication follows; that is if 
the reason which has the value of a proof is present with the 
notion to be proved, and still can prove that, then, since there is 
no distinction [between them], in fact there can be nothing to 
be proved; just as when the water of the sea and that of the 
river are mixed together, [the water of the river is] no longer 
different [from the water of the sea]. Moreover if the reason does 
not prove, then the necessary consequence is that [the reason and 
the probandum] are not reciprocally co-present. But if the pro- 
bandum is already proved, then [the reason] is it the reason of what ? 
If the reason which has the value of a proof, is not present with 
the notion to be proved, since it is not present with it, it is not 
the reason of that. Because there is no distinction [between 
the two] the consequence is that the reason does not prove. These 
two [case|] are called [thejati] “balancing the co-presence” and 
[the jati] “balancing the mutual absence.” Moreover since the 
reason is impossible at the three times, [its formulation is in- 
volved in] an undesired implication. In fact, if the reason which 
has the value of a proof precedes the probandum, since there is 
not yet the probandum, [the reason is] is it the reason of what? If 
[on the other hand you say] that it comes after [the probandum], 
since the probandum is already proved, why does it need a reason 
[in order to be proved]? If you maintain that they exist simul- 
taneously, then the reason as well as the notion, which has the 
reason [as its proof], are equally not proved [the one by the 
other], just as the two horns of a bull [which exist quite inde- 
pendently the one from the other]. This [/oti] is called “balan- 
cing the non-reason”.' 

Here also, as before, the order is different, because both 


On the prapti'^ and apraptisama] N.S. V, I, 8, on aketusama ibid. 18. 


P.S.V.I. 

pTad . dan • ma • p’rad • dus • gsutn 
• la • ’n / ^ 

de • dag • p’rad • ma • p’rad • gtan . 
ts’igs // , 

Cfr. P.S.V. a, 88 a, 1. 3; and P.S. 
V. b. 172 a, 1. 1. 


gtan . ts’igs • mi • hdod • rjod • byed 

• pa/ 

brjod ^ gtan - ts*igs • ma • ts'an 
mts^uhs * so // 
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[jatis] are said to be a wrong assumption of the defectiveness of 
the reason. Why?. Because without logical arguments they 
criticise all the reasons. In fact what kind of logic is this, [viz.] 
to assert that a reason, although possessing the essential charac- 
teristics of a reason, cannot be called a reason by the mere fact 
that it seems not to be co-present [with the probandum etc.]? 
And also what kind of logic is it to maintain that a reason cannot 
prove, by the mere fact that being before the probandum, it cannot 
be called a reason? Moreover in such an argument there is the 
error of self-contradiction “®), since the same refutation [is valid 
against it]. Thus also as regards the notion which is to be proved 
by the reason as it is formulated and the understanding there 
is the assumption of the error called defectiveness of the reason; 
while as regards [the notion] of cause there is the wrong assumption 
of the logical error called inconclusive, since without logical ar- 
guments the reason of all the possible dharmas is criticised^^*). 
Therefore reasons such as those two mentioned above, cannot 
be said to be valid reasons, since in neither case [we find] that 
relation of cause and effect which must intercede between them 
and the notion to be proved^*®). 

When one criticises according to logic, then, the refutation 
can really be called a refutation. 

XXV. “Balancing the non-expressed” (anuktisama) is called 
[that jdti which consists] in arguing that since the reason before 

118 ) svavighata. 

“*) In P.S.V. a, 88 b, 1.3 we have: de • Itar ■ na • re • i\g ■ bloi • gtan 

• ts’igs • dag • la • sgrub • par • bya • bai • gtan • ts’igs • kyi • mts’an • Aid • gsum • 
ma • ts’ah • ba • Itar ■ snah • ba • yin • no / don • rtogs • ma • grub • Itar • 
snah • yin • gafi • gi • ts’e • don • gtan • ts’igs • yin • pa • dei • ts’e • ni - 
ts’igs • las • yin • pa • ma • bkag • pai • p’yir • de • don • la • ma • grub • pa • 
Itar - snan • ba • Aid / 

P.S.V. b, 172 b, 1. 1 de^ ■••Itar . re • iig • ts’ig • gtan • ts’igs • yin • la • 
bio • bsgrub • par • bya • yiji • na • ts’ul • gsum • pai • gtan • ts’igs • ma • ts’an 

• Itar • snan • ba • Aid • yin • no / don • rtags • yin • na • ma • grub • snan • 
gafi • gi • yah ■ don • gtan • ts’igs • yin • na ■ dei • ts’e - ts’ig • ma • bkag • 
pai ■ p’yir • dei • don • ni • ma • grub • par • snan • ba • Aid • yin • te / That 
if this argument be true, then neither the logical reason in its threefold aspect, 
nor the material cause could be valid. 

Cfr. N.V. 536 iyam ca jatih sarvahetvapavadadvdrika yadi jRdpako hetur 
apadisyate, tathapi, yadi karakas, tathapiti. 

P.S.V. a ibid, gtan • ts’igs • gAis • kai • Itar • na • yan • don • bsgrub 
■ par • bya • ba • la • de • dag • rgyu • dan • hbras • bui • dnos • po • ma • yin 
pai*- p’yir • de • dag • ni • rigs • pa ■ ma • yin • no / 

Wall es er. 
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[being expressed], is non-existent, the probandum also must 
necessarily be non-existent. 

The same [must be understood] as regards [the other jati 
called “balancing the] produced and the non-produced” {utpatti- 

anutpattisama). 

XXVI. “Balancing the effect” is called [that jati which consists] 
in showing that the probandum is not proved, on account of a 

small particular aspect of the effect. 121) All these jatis are generally 

similar to indicating that there are fallacies of the proposition. 

“Balancing the non-expressed be non-existent”, that is, 

as regards the thesis already stated, somebody says, if by this 
reason [viz. a product] we realize [the validity] of the non-eternity, 
then, before, when this reason has not yet been formulated, 
nothing exists, since the reason is not yet existent; therefore 
there is not non-eternity. This kind of arguing is called balancing 

the non-expressedi 22 ). 


P.S.V. I. 

brjod. • pa • las • sfiar • rtags • med 

• pas/ 

bsgrub • bya • med • par • t'al • hgyur 

• ba// 

ma • brjod • mts’ufis • hgyur * sgro • 
btags • nas / 


skye • ba • las • shar • rtags • min • 
P’yir // 

ma • skyes • mts’ufis / 

hbras * hid • gian • gyis • c’a • yis • 

mil 

de • ni • hbras • mts’uhs • hdi • yah • 

ni/ • 


This definition of the karyasama is referred to by Vacaspatimisra NVT. 
pag. 693. 

haryatvanyatvalesena yat sadhyasiddhir darsanam / tat kdryasamam, 
Cfr. also Tattvasahgrahapanjika by Kamalaslla pag 48. 

^^2) P.S.V. a, 89 a, 1.2; P.S.V. b, 72 b, 1.6. 

I do not think that this jati corresponds to the avarnyasama of I^S. 
as suggested by Vidyabhusana, HIL. pag. 289r Later on, at the end of this 
treatise, when Dinnaga quotes other varieties ofrjdti as contained in NS. 
we find the mention of the varnya and avarnyasamaj where the proper cha- 
racter hsien, is used. But in this case we have the character *shwo' which simply 
means: “to say” just as the Tib.: brjod • pa. The same jdti is discussed in 
the Tarkas^tra and, as we can gather from the P.S.V., it was accepted also 
by Vasubandhu in his Vadavidhi. If we compare the two texts we shall 
easily realize that the varnya and avarnyasama of the NS. are different from 
this jati, which on the analogy with the following anutpattisama, we may call 
anukti or anuktasama. While here the jdti consists in assuming that before 
the enunciation of the reason there is no probandum, in NS. and NSB. (pag 
837) varnya is sthdpaniya that is sddhya, while avarnya is siddha. 
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“The same must be anutpattisama" . If somebody 

argues that, before the production [of sound], the probandum 
also must be non-existent, since the reason is non-existent, this 
[kind of arguing] is called “balancing the non-produced”. The 
word: “the same” (vat) is a word expressing similarity. When 
the reason is not yet existent, the probandum also must 
necessarily be non-existent; now ‘here’ as the probandum is non- 
existent, we must also recognize that there is the opposite of the 
probandum^^®). E. g. somebody says as regards the thesis already 
stated: “Before, when this sound is not yet produced, there 
[is no place for such a reason as stated by you, viz.] that it is 
the effect of some effort, and therefore it must necessarily be not 
non-eternal.” And also: “since it is not the effect of some effort, 
it must necessarily be eternal”. This kind of arguing is called 
balancing the non-producti=^). 

“Balancing the effect aspect of the effect”, e. g. if 

the thesis to be proved [is the following]: “sound is non-eternal, 
because a product, as the pot” and the opponent »objects to 
the non-eternity of sound saying: if the pot can be non-eternal because 
its nature of being a product is different [from that of sound], how 
cannot the same thing hold good so far as sound is concerned?” 
This kind of arguing is called balancing the effect^^®). 

“All these jatis are generally similar to indicating that there 
is a fallacy of the proposition”, this means that jatis such as 
balancing the non-expressed etc. are in general similar to in- 
dicating that there is a fallacy in the thing to be proved; that 
is similar [to the fallacy] consisting in an unproved reason (asiddha). 
The plural is used in order to show that it is similar also to other 


‘“) That is if there* is not yet the non-eternal, there must be the 
eternal. Cfr. the theory of the vipaksa referred to above. 

P.S.V.a and b . NS. V, 1, 12 ibid. There are therefore two kinds of 
anutpaitisama .The first can be formulated thus: “Sound .before being born, 
is eternal, because not the effect of some effort, as ether". The second; “if 
we know that sound is non-eternal, because the effect of some effort, then, when 
it is not yet derived from that effort, it must be eternal". 

RS.V. a, 89 b. P.S.V.b. 1. NS. V, 1, 38. There is'in fact some differ- 
ence between the nature of being an effect as predicated of sound and that 
predicated of a pot. The sound is the effect of the vocal organs, while the pot is 
the effect of the rope, the stick, the clay etc. 
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[fallacies.] Now here (viz. in the examples given before), the jati 
“balancing the non-expressed" is a false assumption of the in- 
ferencei2«) ; that is, if, as regards the sentence formulated by the 
disputant, viz. that sound has the nature of being non-eternal, 
the opponent objects that, before, when the reason has not yet 
been expounded, the probandum is non-existent, this corresponds 
to a wrong assumption of the logical error called inconclusive; 
or also it is a wrong assumption of the defectiveness of the reason, 
since it assumes that the reason can prove before being formu- 
lated. But if here [in this refutation] one indicates that the argu- 
ment [given by the disputant] does not exist, or, when the in- 
ference is stated, if [the reason] is not formulated, then it is pos- 
sible to call [such a refutation] a valid refutation. So far as the 
jati “balancing the non-product” is concerned, it is called a fallacy 
of the refutation, because it assumes [wrongly the existence of 
the] probandum when sound is not yet produced and argues that 
the reason does not yet exist. But it can prove to be a real 
refutation*, if, when the proof is established, one shows that [in 
fact] this is not-existent. If, .on the ground of mere evidence, 
one objects that [sound] must be eternal, because when it is not 
yet produced, [there is no place for such a cause as that enun- 
ciated, viz.] that it is the effect of some effort, this argument 
is a false assumption of the error called inconclusive^®?), 
jati “balancing the effect” is of three kinds^®®). a) If one objects 


126 ) We fiave seen that the validity of the argument given by the dis- 
putant as a proof of his proposition depends on the fact that it is well ascert- 
ained, prasfJJAa; its formulation is only meant to remind the opponent of the 
indissoluble connection between the proof and the probandum. But in this 
case the refutation of the opponent is based on the assumption that the pro- 
bandum depends on the mere formulation of the reason. 

On the two anutpattisama cfr. note 124. -P.S.V. a, 89 a, 1. 6.; PS.V. b, 
173. 1. 15. In the first case we have a wrong assCmption of the asiddha; but 
the opinion of the disputant is not that, when sound is not yet produced, it is 
non-etemal. P.S.V. adloc.; de • la • brjod • pa • las • snar * sgrub • byed • du 
sgro • btags < pa • las • ma • grub • pa • Itar • sna • ba • 'o / In the second 
case the reason would be inconclusive, because avydpaka, 

128 ) xhere are three kinds of karyasama. Suppose that a disputant formu- 
lates this syllogism: “Sound is non-etemal; because a product, as a pot. We 
can have a threefold karyasama: 

a) Sound is produced by the vocal organs; the pot is produced by the rope 
etc. (cfr. note 125); therefore the nature of being a product as resident in the 
pot is different from that resident in sound. How ,then, is it possible to adduce 
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that the nature of being a product [as belonging] to the pot etc. 
cannot be considered as resident in sound, this [kind of arguing 
is in fact nothing else but a] wrong assumption of the error called 
asiddha. b) If one objects that the nature of being a product 
as inherent in sound, is not resident in objects like the pot etc., [this 
kind of arguing is nothing else but] a wrong assumption of the 
error called contradictory, c) If one objects that this reason is also 
non-resident in the eternal, because it is too-restricted, then this [kind 
of arguing is nothing else but] a wrong assumption of the error 
called inconclusive. Or [this jati consists] in a wrong assumption 
of the error of the example as it depends on the [mere] adducing 
of the homogeneity^''^®). Why? Because the inference is esta- 
blished by taking into consideration the mere general aspect, and 
not by taking into consideration the particular ones. If one takes 
only a particular aspect, since difference must then certainly exist, 
the necessary implication would be that no inference is possible. 

XXVI 1. The jati “balancing the infinite regression” (jprasan- 
gasama) is called that one in which one searches for a reason, when 
the example is already accepted by either disputant; this [jati] 
comes to raising an objection as regards the example and there- 
fore it is said to be similar to a wrong assumption of the error 
of the example. 

the example of the pot as sapaksa, positive instance, in order to prove non- 
eternity of sound? 

b) If one argues that the nature of being a product, as resident in sound 
is different from that resident in the pot, then, the paksadharma is not resident 
in the positive instances. 

c) This nature of being a product, as resident in sound, is neither resident 
in the positive instances such as the pot, nor in the negative instances, such 
as ether; therefore this reason is too restricted {asadharana). 

If we remember what Dihnaga has already said about the nature of the 
various logical errors it will be easy to recognize that in the first case the opponent 
wrongiy assumes the presence, in the argument of the disputant, of the error 
called oiidiAa, since he thinks that Pas resident in M (paksadharma) is not present 
in S. In the second case he points out the presence of the error called dhar- 
masvaTupaviparitasadhana. In the third he objects that the argument is 
inficiated by the error called asddhdratui, a variety of the inconclusive. 

That is the opponent assumes that the exampie expresses a complete 
similarity, but, as Dihnaga says, this is wrong, since in the process of the in- 
ference, we take into consideration the general analogies, but not the particular 
aspects of the various notions. If this were the case, the inference would be 
impossible, since all notions, although analogous, have peculiarities of 
their own. 
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“The jati balancing either disputanf’^so), that is: as 

regards the thesis already enunciated, [sound is non-eternal], one 
raises the following objection: “by what reason do we prove 

the non-eternity of the pot etc. ?” “Since this [jati] of the 

example”, that is: the non-eternity of pot etc. is already accepted 
as proved by either disputant; if, therefore, one says that this 
is not proved, since it is a refutation of [a supposed] fallacy of the 
example, it is similar to the wrong assumption of an error in the 
example. 

XXVIll. Jati “balancing the eternal" (nuyasoma) is that in 
which one says that the propriety of being non-eternal always 
follows the subject. This is like the assumption that there is a 
mistake in the enunciation of the propositioni^i). 

That is, if the thesis already referred to : “soundis non-eternal”, 
has been enunciated, and somebody objects: then, this [sound 
must necessarily be always joined with this propriety of being 
non-eternal, since all the dharmas are never deprived of their own 
characteristic essence and therefore it must be eternal”. This 
kind of arguing is called the jati "balancing the eternal". But this 
comes to the assumption of a mistake in the proposition (paksa), 
because of the wrong assumption, concerning the propriety “non- 
eternal” which represents the pTobandum. In fact there is not 
a separate substance such as the propriety of being non-eternal 
which is possessed with this eternal function. But an object is 
called non-eternal because its nature, being originally non-existent, 
has now become existent and will gradually be no longer existent; 
this condition (avastha) is called non-eternity with the suffix 
indicating existence, just as the nature of being an effect etc.^^®) 

PS. VI. hdod • pa • la • yafi • gftis • dag • la / gtan ts’igs ■ len • pa • 

t’al • ba • mt’uns • dpe • Itar • snan ■ ba ■ bJin • hdi • yin / NS. V, 1, 9. 

S.P.V.a, 93 b, 1.2; P.S.V. b, 176 b, 6? , 

“1) P.S.VI. 

mi ■ rtag • hbrel • p’yir • rtag • pa • brjod / rtag • nid • t’al • te ■ hdi- 

la • yah / / p’yogs • kyi • ston • Itar • snah • ba / 

P.S.V. a, 88 b, 1.6; P.S.V. b, 172 b, 1.4, NS. V, 1,35. 

P.S.V.a ad loc.; de • la • mi • rtag • pa • las • gtan ■ gah • rtag- 
pai • hjug • pa • yah • pa • ma • yin - no / dhos • po • de • nid • ma • byuh • 
ba • las . byuh • bar • hgyur ■ ba • ni • mi • rtag • pa’o • tes • brjod - par • bya 
’o / gnas • skabs*- de • yah • mi • rtag • pa • fiid • do • tes • dhos • poi ■ rkyen 
• gyis • brjod • par ■ bya • ba • ste / hbras • bu • fiid • do • tes ■ bya ■ ba • la 
sogs • pa . btin- ■ no / 

P .S.V. b, ad loc.: gah • mi - rtag ■ pa • hjug • par- hgyur • ba • de • la • 
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Jatis such as those [already enunciated] and which have 
been expounded by Aksapada are said to have in general the 
nature of fallacies of the refutation, since they are commonly 
accepted as such (suprasiddha). 

The [jatis] that are expounded by other systems (sastras) 
must also be stated in the same way, since the formulation of 
these [/oris] differs only a little from that of the others already 
referred to. An infinite variety of jatis can be established; there- 
fore I do not enunciate them [all]. 

Therefore [the other kinds of jatis] expounded there, such 
as balancing an excess, (utkarsasama), balancing the deficit 
(apakarsasama), balancing the questionable (varnyasama), ba- 
lancing the unquestionable (avarnyasama), balancing the demon- 
stration (upapattisama), balancing the counter-example (pra- 
tidrstdnta), balancing the point at issue (prakaTanasama) must be 
all "examined according to this point (dinmdtra). 

And also one must refute [according to this same rule] all 
the formulations of a wrong inference. When [in fact] ^ne ex- 
presses himself in that way“^), [the result is mere] confusion 
(samplava) as regards human activity (pravrui). 

Moreover as regards that which has been said by the ancient 
masters of logic, concerning the points of defeat (nigrahasthanas) 
[these are arguments, that] fall into [the number of] [inferences] 
included among [the cases in which] a refutation [must be formu- 
lated], or that are rough, or illogical; since these arguments are 
analogous to quibble {chala) they are not mentioned here. As 
regards the other categories maintained by other masters such 


mi ■ rtag • pa • Aid - dan • Idan • pa • g2an • ni • yod • pa • ma • yin • no / 
dfios ■ po • de • de • Aid • ma • byufi • ba • las • byun • ba ■ dan • byun • nas • 
med • par ■ hgyur • ba • la • mi*- rtag • pa • 2es • brjod • pa • yin • te / hbras 
bu • Aid • ia • sogs • pa • b2in • du • gnas • skabs • de • med - par • rtogs ■ 
pa • ni ■ mi • rtag • pa • Aid • yin • no • (which is defective); this passage 
has been preserved in its Sanscrit original by Uddyokatara N.V. 283; Ye punar 
varnayantii sa eva hhavo ahhutva bhavan bhviva cahhavann anitya ity ucyate, 
sS cavastha hhUvapratyayenanityatety abhidhlyate. 

I think that there is no doubt as regards the restoration into Sanscrit 
of utkarsasama, apakarsasama, varnya, avarnyasama, pratidrstarua: Upapattisama 
and prakaranasama are not SO certain, but the Chinese rendering seems to 
refer to the characteristics of these two jatis as defined in the Nyayasutras. 

“*) Litt. “one makes such speech." 
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as tenet (siddhanta) etc./«®) the same rules must be stated [as 
those expounded here]. Thus those particular [notions] which 
are apprehended by mere imagination (parikalpagrahya) etc. 
must not be considered as belonging to correct logic. Every 
notion in fact which is devoid of those characteristics [mentioned 
above] is said to be a non-knowledge (ajnana) since it is deprived 
of correct logic. 

Moreover this erroneous formulation of the jdtis has been 
already settled in the main by myself in my commentary^®*) 
upon the Vadavidhi etc. And this point also I have investigated 
together [with other topics] in my book meant to refute the 
theories of ancient logic. 

Therefore [without insisting any longer on this subject] 
1 must say this concluding karika. 

XXIX. In order to let the mind of the intelligent man get 
rid of the poisonous herbs [of a wrong logic], and to open that 
door of logic of an agreeable meaning, which has been obstructed 
by the jpramanas of the heretics, I make them overstep wrong 
path and be in accordance with the real meaning (of logic). 

1*') The siddhanta is one of the categories of the N.S., but it can be found 
aiso in Caraka Samhitd and in Updyahrdaya attributed to Nagarjuna. 

Translation doubtful. 



THE MAN AND THE WORD 

by Mrs. Rhys Davids, D. Litt., M.A. 

Value in the word will be due to access of value in the thing 
named in the word. Greater value in the thing will be due to 
some greater benefit which men see in the thing. And that greater 
benefit will find utterance in the new tvay the thing is worded. 
This may be by just change of emphasis: — emphasis by repe- 
tition, by position, by association. Or the way may be in a new 
meaning attached to a term. Or the way may be a difference in 
wording. And with these new values there will also take place 
corresponding devaluations. 

A fertile source of such changing values is the transference 
of a religious world mandate to a new soil. It is therein (albeit not 
therein only) that we may look to see new developments. And 
as such they are full of interest. For the new is never to be despised 
as new. Always it is significant of movement in some way. Nothing 
is so fatal to man as not-movement; nothing is so unnatural. But 
the new is not ever the better, though the better will ever be the 
new. When the new is also the better, it is when the man (dis- 
counting body and mind), when the very man — may we say 
the ‘man-in-man’ — is, in the new, lifted on to a nobler plane, 
lifted to a ‘more-worth’. It is when the ‘man’ is valued as being, 
or as capable to be, of a higher worth than that at which he was 
valued before. Thus a ‘new’, which, because of certain conditions 
evoking it, declares that .the very man is but a name for that 
which ‘is not got at’^), and then: ‘does not exist’^) is not at once 
a new and a better; it is a devaluing, an unworthing of the man. 
The new in Sakyan (i. e. early Buddhist) thought did put forward 
this more and more unworthing of the man. The conditions 
determining it I have inquired into elsewhere. 

But, and on the other hand, other new valuatmns gave the 
lie to this unworthing. I would suggest that we may find instances 

’Puggalo n upalabbhati. Majjhima-Nikaya, 1, 138; Kathavatthu, 1. 

Milindapanho and Buddhaghosa, passim. 
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of this in term and meaning, such as the transference of the Bud- 
dhist worldmandat.e helped to make emerge. 

In the term gotrabhu: ‘become-of-the-family’, we have a word 
emphasizing a man’s quitting the mandala or ‘world’ of the many- 
folk, or ‘average sensual man’ (to quote a noted French writer’s 
famous phrase), for the mandala of them who minded the things 
that really mattered, things not of this world only: lohuUara. 
He has just quitted, no more; he is ranked at the bottom of the 
ladder of aspiring effort. Now the word emerges at a late stage 
in Pali literature. This may be seen at a glance in the useful article 
s. V. in the Davids-Stede Pali Dictionary; better seen if the referen- 
ces be consulted. The Milindapanho of North India shows no 
interest in the term. But in writers who came under Singhalese 
influence we witness a certain promotion undergone by the con- 
cept. The gotrabhu namely is the jhdyin in the topmost stage 
of Jhana but one, that of appana or ecstasy. The writers are 
Buddhacjatta, Buddhaghosa and Anuruddha^, to mention no others. 
I am not here going into this change of emphasis in Jhana; I only 
suggest, that when Buddhism ceased to be provincial only, when 
the one ‘mondial’ link between followers was no longer “of Jam- 
budipa’’, but was the one faith, dhamma, or sasana, the need 
for such a word as “one of the family”, (tribe, or clan or gens, 
if you will) would emerge. A corresponding development was 
worded in the mandate of Jesus, both in his own mission-ex- 
perience, and again later in Paul’s epistles. It would be strange 
did we not find it also in Buddhism. 

But let not this be overlooked: the “greater benefit”, felt 
after in such a community-term as gotrabhu, is a valuation of 
the “believer” as a man among fellpwmen, not isolated or self- 
seeking in his wayfaring, but as one of^a family, and his welfare 
in consequence as bound up with theirs. It is thus a worthier 
valuation of the man in the Sasana than those which had pre- 
ceded it, even in the case of the saint. I say: “felt after”; that 
it was more than this, that it was clearly and fitly conceived, 
I doubt. It needed a later time, a fuller call to bring out such 
a phrase as pasa patria en ouranots kai epi ges^', and we have 
not even yet risen to such a valuation. 

q Abhidhammattha-sangaho. 

“) Paul to Ephesians, 
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There is another term emergent yet later with new meaning, 
new emphasis. I am thinking of sakti, Pali: satti. An ancient 
word, it is in early Pali rare and insignificant : yaiha-sattim yatha- 
halam>)\ “according to ability and strength”. I have not met 
with the word in the Milindapafiho, but again, it is in the Com- 
mentators that we meet with the term invested with new em- 
phasis. Whether we should ascribe this to the Conjevaram world, 
or to that of Ceylon I cannot say. But Dhammapala, on the 
Udana, equates tejo with satti, and Buddhaghosa, on the Seven 
Treasures {Digha Atth. 252) distinguishes a satti of energy (us- 
saha), a satti of the mantra, a satti of ownership (pabhu), and a 
satti of fruition. The rising vogue of Saktism in India may be 
responsible for this strengthened usage, reaching at that time 
no further. Later yet we meet with the term in Burmese Buddhism 
in such compounds as janakasatti, paccayasatti, the latter in the 
writings of Ariyavamsa: a forced value by which the cause (pac- 
caya) is, in transferring itself to the effect, given a fictitious 
will- value, a value belonging rightly only to the man. Satti in fact 
is not an unworthy equivalent for that fundamental factor in the 
man, the will, so poorly worded in India, because so squeezed 
aside by over-attention to the man-as-contemplator; the man- 
as-recipient. And had Buddhism grasped the kernel of its Found- 
er’s mandate, and seen in the Way (magga) a figure of man as 
wilier, as chooser, this emergence of satti might have been earlier, 
and have been more worthily exploited. As it was, the Founder 
had only such words as viriya, vayama, modes of the man in 
willing. As it is, satti, as used by the Commentators, that is, 
applied to the man, is a new and ampler valuing of the man, 
and an attempt to word the same. 

Let us next consider not only a word, but what may be 
called a discipline of high -importance in Sakya from the first, 
and which when transplanted underwent a very interesting 
renascence. I refer to Jhana: brooding or musing with a set 
purpose. The purpose which Jhana was found to serve among 
the co-founders of Sakya, notably by the Founder himself, I have 
discussed elsewhere^). This is, that the purpose was not that 
of Yoga-dhyana, nor the merely negative discipline, the merely 


Dtgha-Nikaya 1 , 102 . 

“) Indian Historical Quarterly. 1927 . 
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preparatory exercise which is all that survives in the Pali for- 
mulas; it was access, under conditions deemed especially favour- 
able, to converse with men of another and worthier world. This 
view is carefully based on Pitaka evidence, and as such merits 
critical attention. 

But here I would bring out what I also noticed on that oc- 
casion: the transformation undergone in the concept of Jhana 
when it took root in more Eastern soil, the soil namely of Japan. 
In Zen culture, I read, and, have said, that Jhana regains that 
central wellspring of “the man”, his nature, his objective, which 
was in Yoga-dhyana, but which became blurred and lost in 
Buddhism. Not that Zen is a replica of Yoga. It is more positive, 
more self-concentrated, less religious, less superpersonal than 
Yoga. It is still Buddhist, in that it seeks the divine in man, 
rather than to develop man into, or raise man to the divine. 
It bids the man look within, not beyond himself. 

So much by way of general comment. But in detail also 
we may note an interesting advance on Jhana-stages as defined 
in Abhidhamma. In these definitions, the first factor which, 
in the formulas, is to be eliminated (pahatabbo) is attention-in- 
thought (vitakko). This older term, which in the Suttas stands 
for just “thought” (Gedanke), is, in Abhidhamma, more specifically 
defined as “the adjusting, fixing, focussing, superposing of the 
mind”. Mental discursiveness in the attending subject (vicaTo) 
has to go also. After that there would appear to be left only 
emotional or hedonic factors, which also have to be eliminated, 
leaving only hedonic neutrality and purged introspective awareness 
(sati). But in the account given by Dr. Suzuki^) of zazen (dhyana) 
practice, vitakko, in the sense just cited, is declared in that 
“to aim at keeping the mind well poised and directing attention 
on any point one wills”. It would., be difficult better to word 
the exact opposite of the aim of First r Jhana in the Pali Abhi- 
dhamma. In the original Sakyan purpose of Jhana, for which a 
development of what I must call psychic sense was the desidera- 
tum, it was necessary to cut off the usual this-world channels 
of attention; bare sati was the best vantage-point: the attitude 
of the boy Samuel “Speak, lord (or let us say: mdnsal) for thy 
servant hearath!” But in the diverted distorted Jhana of the 


The Zen Sect of Buddhism; JPTS, 1906—7, pp 9ff. 
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Pitaka formulas, the blotting out of the attentive will, the con- 
templative discursiveness prescribed compare unfavourably with 
the details of Zen Dhyana in the article I quote. 

It may not, in ray judgment, be claimed for Zen dhyana 
that, in aim, it is absolutely worthier than the musing or Jhana 
of the first Sakyans. In this we see the man seeking wisdom, 
knowledge, information from the man living (as deva) under 
other conditions. In this aim Zen dhyana shows that lack of 
interest which is evident in the Jhana formulas of the Buddhist 
Sangha. But as compared with the last named, Zen dhyana, 
as representing this in a new soil, a different environment, is a 
renascence, and is in its specific aim, worthy to stand beside 
the best of Indian Yoga and Sankhya. In this aim the “man” 
is not waved aside as in the Pali jhana. In the latter the Commen- 
tator has to admit, as it were apologetically, that where there is a pro- 
cess (patipada), there must be a proceeder (patipannako)\ In Zen 
dhyana the object, 1 gather, is to make wisdom {prajnd) grow 
out of one’s selfessence by quiet concentration on the worthiest 
concepts of the man as the “more in the self”. In other words 
it is not just negative elimination and preparation (e. g. to the 
six so-called ultra-knowings, or abhinnas); it was complete in 
itself. I do not wish to press too much the rapprochement to Sankhya- 
Yoga. The Zen form is, as compared with that, relatively imper- 
sonal. In Yoga the man is in full view from first to last. It is 
the man, and not his mind only that is before us, seeking vision 
of, and oneness with the Atman in himself, who he himself also 
is: Man transcendent, akin to the man-under-earth-conditions, 
but above and beyond the best, the finest he has yet realized. 
To realize, not as yet That, but the dawning of its truth brings 
him release (moksa) from subjection to body and mind as being 
in any essential way hims^elf, “This here is my true Kinsman; 

I can no other than be* with him; won to evenness and unity 
with him, then only become I really he-who-I-am” (Mbhar.). 

The man as more-man: we come here finally on the most 
interesting form of growth undergone by Buddhism in new soil. 

In the Sangha’s or monk’s theory of the Arahan, we see 
an attempt to transform the saintly aspirant into such a 
superman, that he was not only more than other good men, but 
actually a “most-man”, a consummation of humanity, one in 
whom there was nothing left to do. This was an inevitable result 
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of monastic Buddhism extending its world-lorn theory of Hi 
(dukkha) to life in other worlds, ceasing to regard these with any 
earnestness as so many opportunities for further “Werden” 
(bhava), and losing all vital interest in intercourse with other 
worlds, an intercourse to profit by which so many are said to 
have sought interviews with the Founder^). It was a worthy 
thing to have a present ideal of the man; and conceived as he 
ims, always as a very real individual, and not merely as a bundle 
of skandhas, it may have checked the harm those results might 
have worked. 1 think, however, that it was a theory tending 
to stunt the idealizing imagination of a humanity developing, 
under other conditions, to a more-human excellence, and ulti- 
mately to a more-than-human realization. 

And there was this present defect in the present ideal; the 
Arahan concept, unlike the Buddha-concept, was chiefly con- 
cern with his own salvation. The three Arahan-formulas®*), 
not to mention many other passages in the Pitakas leave this 
in no doubt. There is but one passage known to me in which the 
worthy dtsciple professes, on holy days, to copy the arahans, 
in compassion for the welfare of all breathing things. This is in 
probably a quasi-original Sutta, the talk to Visakha®), and I 
know of no repetition of it. 

I am not wishing to do monastic Buddhism the injustice of 
calling the preoccupation with one’s own salvation a Buddhistic 
divergence from a worthier, a more ethical ideal of the saint. It 
were truer, 1 believe, to call it an Indian — 1 will not say per- 
version, but — peculiarity in ideal. The Indian, speaking in a vague 
generalization, did and does favour such preoccupation, as desirable 
not only, in the man, or woman so preoccupied, for him or her, 
but also by a reflex effect, for the less “holy” ones who are either 
their kindred, or votaries in this wayror that. To give but one 
instance: a very well known traveller ai>d publicist has told me 
of how, in Mid- India, he, as one of a queue, saluted a seated sann- 
yasi, and expressed appreciation of the holy man’s absorption 
in high matters — this (said in the vernacular) met with an accep- 
ting grunt — and also with the furthering the welfare of others. 
Whereupon the sannyasin broke into a laugh and said: “What 


Dlgha-Nikayaj 1 1 , 200 & c. 

Ch. Pali-EngUsh Dicty. P.T,S. s.v, Arahant. 
Ang^ttara•N^kaya^ 1,211 (Nip. III. 10). 
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have I to do with the welfare of others? It takes me all my time 
to mind my own welfare!” When we realize such an ideal as 
sanctioned in India, we cease to wonder she has produced only 
one missionary religion within our ken. We appreciate the more 
the distinction due to Buddhism in breaking away from this 
and its own arahan ideal, in its missionary departures, to what 
extent these ivere genuinely so, and not merely so called. 

But in its transference to new conditions, where such an 
ideal of self-holiness had no stranglehold, we witness the arahan 
theory transformed into the bodhisauva ideal. Here is the arahan 
“more-man” become the “more than man” in the bodhisattva; 
and in him the leading preoccupation is just this: the welfare 
of others. Still a person, still “the man”, he reveals the true 
more-than-man in the man. He is the man-idea at its highest 
power. Here too we see the ancient Sakya ideal more truly “co- 
ming out” in this daughter in the far east than in the arahan 
theory. For the tradition of the Bodhisat, however the Founder 
actually did or did not word it, took shape in this form: “What 
if I were now to make resolve: — Having attained supreme 
enlightenment, launching the dhainma-ship and having brought 
the multitude across the ocean of wayfaring, I should after that 
pass utterly on?”^) 

It is a vindication, a victory — this bodhisattva develop- 
ment — of surpassing interest. In it there is the resurrection of 
him who, in the long lasting process of Pitaka-accretion and 
Pitaka-redacting down to the further step in the Milindapahho 
and the final ban in the Commentaries, “was rejected of men”: 
the man-in-man, the sattva or satta, the puggala, the auan. There 
was, it is true, lip-acquiescence in niratman; this was tradition; 
this was the old frameworkt But in bodhisattva the satta, the man, 
came again into his own, and that in a way worthy of Gotama 
Sakyamtini, the much maligned. Here, more worthily than in 
the word “worthyman” (arahan) has the “man”, experiencer 
(vedaka) and agent (karaka), wilier, chooser, valuer, found the 
word, found it because he set value on what he sought to word. 


NidanoktahZ (Fausboll ed). p. 14. 
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Culavamsa, being the more recent part of the Mahavamsa. 
Part 1. Translated by W. Geiger, and from German in- 
to English by Mrs. C. M. Rickmers. Under the patronage 
of the Government of Ceylon. Pali Text Society (H. Mil- 
ford, Oxford University Press), 1929. 

This is a splendid work of our protagonist in Pali Studies, in which he 
sums up for the first time the historical and archaeological informations he 
has drawn from his last stay at Ceylon for which an opportunity was given 
him by the Government of the Island. He says himself that without the journey 
which took him into all parts of the Island, he would have been without that 
vivid idea of the country and the people which is necessary for the understan- 
ding of their history. The translation itself is done with all that care and stupen- 
dous amount of sound scholarship by which the scientific work of Prof. Geiger 
is distinguished. Of a special interest arc the Genealogical Tables, drawn chiefly 
from the text itself, and which will probably enable the future historian of 
early Ceylon to draw a chronologically exact and — in every case — sufficient 
sketch of its ruling dynasties from Sirimeghavanna to Vijayabahu. M. W. 

The Path^i Purity, being a translation of Buddhaghosa’s Vi- 
suddhimagga. By Pe Maung Tin. Part H. Of Con- 
centration. London. Pali Text Society 1929. 

The present part of this most renowned handbook of early Buddhist 
ethics and psychology begins with the third Chapter (p. 84 of the P. T. S. edition) 
and ends with the thirteenth (p. 435 of the same). So it contains about a third 
of the whole work and only one more volume will have to follow in order to 
complete it. The translation itself is distinguished by the merits known already 
from the rather slender vol, I: an exhaustive knowledge of all the subtleties 
in reasoning and dialectical acuteness generally familiar to Burmese Buddhist 
scholars, trained from boyhood in the intricacies of the equipment v/hich is 
thought necessary for mastering the complicity of tradition. May we hope 
that this translation which is really indispensable — be it only for the numerous 
references to other Pali texts — for every one engaged in this field of research, 
will be completed in as short a time as elapsecJ^ since the appearing of its first 
part. M. W. 

Gotama the Man, by Mrs. Rhys Davids, D. Lift., M. A., 
London, Luzac & Co. 1928. 

A little book about which a big one ought to be written ! It is, so 
to say, a revelation of Buddha given by himself, viewed by the spiritual eyes 
of one who, endowed with rare clair-voyance, has spent her life with searching 
out the psychic depths of that now enigmatical leader of mankind. Was 
Buddha really a denier of soul, affS, (which is the general opinon of all of us), 
or was he not rather the promulgator of even this notion, raised to a pitch 
not to be reached by the merely scrutinising mind? The book leaves a riddle 
which, I readily confess, it is not possible for me to solve. M. W. 
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INTRODUCTION. 


Tlic present study consists of a translation of the Chinese 
version of the Aksara-^atakam (Nanjio No. 1254), translated into 
Chinese by Bt)dhiruci ( betw. 508 - 535 A.D. ). The results of a 
comparison with its Tibetan version ( Tanjur Mdo Tsa ) have 
been put down in supplementary notes which eventually lead to 
the conclusion that the original Sanskrit text adopted for the 
Tib. version was in some respects a slightly enlarged and an im- 
proved text in comparison with the original used for the Chin, 
translation. It is, however, a little puzzling to note that the Chin, 
version attributes the authorship of the work to /Iryadeva where- 
as the later Tib. version attributes it to Nagarjuna. To add to it, 
the first salutation-verse in the Chin, version, which is absent in 
Tib., clearly indicates that the author of the commentary — the main 
text appears in Chin, at the end of the commentary instead of 
at the beginning of it as in Tib. — is one of Aryadeva’s pupils 
„seeking refuge“ in his ^Master who is named ,Deva“‘. (See; 
Ui — Vai(;esika Philosophy, p. 54 n. 3) . 

It is, in this connection, worthwhile observing that the sub- 
jects of the chapters 11 — IX in the , Hundred Verses" ( pataka ) 
of jdryadeva ( Le Cento Str-ofe — translated by G . Tucci, Rome — 
1925 ) are treated exactly In the same order in the present text 
in the arguments IX — XVII, which fact seems strongly to lead 
to the presumption that the latter text is to be considered as a pro- 
duct of the systematising epoch of the Madhyamika philosophy , 
ushered in by ylryadcva. The Tib . version , which omits the 
two paragraphs occuring at the outset of the Chin, version and 
begins, instead, directly with the assertion of the non - Buddhist 
(S^«khya), marks a more developed sense for logical consequence; 
for a Madhyamika ought not to assert anything : his business is 



only to detect and exhibit tlie logical antinomies and relativity in- 
volved in every possible assertion made by others. The very last 
argument of the Tib. version (See ; App. Note 58) which in its 
turn, is absent in the Chin, version, seems to be again a later 
improvement made in order to reconcile the attitude of silence 
to which a Madhyamika is pledged, with the possible existence 
of a discussion between two parties. Further, a direct enume- 
ration of the six categories of the Yaiyesikas (See: App. Note 
34) in the Tib. version i ’. probably a later innovation, inasmuch 
as Harivarman was, according to Lii’s researches ( ibid. p. 56), 
the first to make a direct mention of thc.se categories, although 
both N%arjuna and Aryadeva seem to have known about them. 
Facts such as these, do not appear to be m strict consonance 
with the attribution of the text, represented by the Tib. version 

— which is moreover, a „ revised ‘‘ version (Sec App. Note 60) 

— to N^aijuna, the founder of the Madhyamika philosophy. 
There is, on the other hand, hardly any reason to discredit the 
older Chinese tradition, which clearly indicates that the main 
part of the work i. e. the commentary, is the composition of one 
ot Aryadeva’s pupils, which in fine facilitates an explanation of 
the fact that the present work contains traces of tliought which 
already foreshadow the philosophic attitude of the Yogacaras 
( See App. Note 50 ), who, assuming the non - essentiality of all 
dharmas as the ultimate philosophic background’ , develop a 
theory of knowledge by analysing into various grades conscious- 
ness , through which all reality is explained . As regards the 
short basic text — the Aksaratjataka proper — , it is by no means 
improbable that Aryadeva was the author of it : the title in itself 
is so typical of an Aryadevic production tliat one might easily 
be tempted to suggest a chronological sequence among tlie 
works CatuA 9 ataka®, (pataka and AksarStjataku, where beginning 

’■') Cf. Vijoaptimatratasiddhi ViWJpatika 10, Triwpika 18, 25 etc, (Paris 
1925) ; Tattvasa/wgraha 3442... 3, 3488 etc, (Bapoda 1926). 

” See Haraprasada Qastri in Memoirs of the As. Soc. of Bengal lil, 
Calcutta 1914; Vaidya ; Studes sur Aryadeva -et son CatuApataka, Chap. Vlil 
• XVt, Paris 1923 (In his Introduction to this work on p. 66, Vaidya remarks 
tviat the authorship of the present work Is falsely attributed to Aryadeva by 
the Chin, translators, - probably because he believes the Tib. translators 
to be in general more trustworthy than the Chin, ones (p. 64). The remark 
scarcely deserves serious consideration.), G.Tucci: La versione cinese del 
Catu&pataka (Stud! Mahayenlcl 1, Rome 1925). 
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ironi the Catu^Qataka the logical arguments become more and 
more systematic and pointed till in the present text they develop 
into a short and neat refutation solely directed against the San- 
khyas and the Vaige^ikas , who probably formed in ^ryadeva's 
time''^ the most powerful opponents of Buddhism in the field of 
scientific thought . 

The Hastab^laprakara/za ( J, R. A. S. 1918 p. 267 ff. ) might then 
be , if possible , regarded as another epitomisation of his teach- 
ings. The CitlaviQuddhiprakara/za (J. R. A. S. 1898 p. 175ff. ) offers 
curious instances of a degenerated mode of interpreting transcen- 
dental states of consciousness . The correctness of its attribution, 
to the present y^ryadeva has already been doubted'^ : the present 
text bears testimony to the soundness of this attitude (cf. App 
Note 59).'^ 

In translating the text, literalness has not been, it is hoped, 
anywliere preserved at the cost of lucidity. 

In conclusion , 1 may be allowed to record my deep sense 
of gratitude to Prof. Max Walleser and Prof. G. Tucci for various 
kinds of assistance and encouragement they gave me in my 
attempt to present tlie study in its present form. I am under 
similar obligations to the authorities of the Vigvabharati (Santi — 
niketan) in India. 

Heidelberg, Nov. 1928. Vasudev V. Gokhale. 


^ Cf. Walleser : The Life ot Nag^zrjuna from Tibetan and Chinese 
sources (Asia Major, Hirth Anniversary Volume 1924), p.423 ff., Foreword 
to nTattvasaz/vgraha" (Baroda 1926). For the different names of Arya - 
deva see GrOnwedel, Mythologie des Buddhismus In Tibet und der Mon- 
golei (Leipzig 1908) p. 34 ff, 

L. de la Vallbe Poussin, «Le Mus^on", 1900, p, 240 ff. ; Vaidya, ibid, 
p, 64. Besides cf. Cittavig. 27, the argument of the ^heretic" in Qata- 
gastra p, 31 (at the bottom). 

For Aryadeva's treatises on the heretical schools mentioned in 
the Lankffvatflfra, existing in Chinese, seeTucci's article InToung Pao XXV, 
Cf, Stcherbatsky, Conception of Buddhist NIrvfl/za (Leningrad 1927), p. 31 n,2. 



AK^ARAgATAKAM 
( Treatise in Hundred Letters )' 

— compiled by Deva Bodhisattva-, — translated by Bodhiruei — 

1 now, seeking refuge in the intelligent and perceiving Master, 
who is called Deva possessing great wisdom , am able, by 
means of the Hundred Letters , to expound the true doctrine 
(dharma), removing all false views and prone towards the 
nature of Truth . 

(If) it is said ; „ Why is (this) gastra composed ? “ , (the 
answer is, that it is composed ) in order to annihilate the view 
about the soul ( atma-d/s/i ) etc . ■* Each of all the dharrnas (i . e . 
bearers or vehicles)Ms characterised by itself ( svalaksawa) . 

®The Sawkhya® says : All dharrnas are characterised as (be- 
longing to a) unity. This f affirm (pratij//s) and explain. On 
what ground ? — That all dharrnas have the characteristic of 
(belonging to a) unity is established on the grtnmd that, being 
entirely the same, they are altogether one; as for example, a 
jar, a garment and so on , where the essence of the object in 
each is one . On account of this reason , it is always recognised, 
that all dharrnas are to be called as having the characteristic 
of a unity. Thus, the sense (artha) jof unity is proved. 

(I) Insider says : There is no unity. And why? — (Because , 
when) you affirm and say that the sense of the characteristic 
of unify is proved, it is (on account of either there being) one 
OT (there being) two. If „( there being) one", merely an affirma- 
tion is there; (if on the other hand) it be not necessarily one, 
(then) on that account, the sense of what you establish as unity 
is (itself) annihilated.^ 

The Vai^esika says®: You say unity is annihilated. 1 now 
establish diversity,® because (thus) the error in (the theory of) 
unity is renounced. 
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(II) Insider says : If you establish diversity, I in return es- 
tablish unity. And why? — (Because) if you without a ground 
establish diversity, 1 too without a ground establish unity. 

The Vaiijesika® says : I will establish diversity and the where- 
fore of it is that all dharmas are distinct, as each is differently 
characterised; as for instance, an elephant, a camel,® a deer,® a 
horse. As the characteristic of each of these and other species 
is different, therefore the characteristics of all dharmas are dif- 
ferent. All dharmas (thus) are different. Therefore the sense of 
diversity is proved. 

Insider says : (If) you (say*®) that because the characteri- 
stics of „this“ and ,.that‘' are not similar the sense of diversity 
is proved, (then) inasmuch as the characteristics are particular, 
each dharma is (by itself) one. (Thus) the statement with which 
you establish diversity is impaired. Because the statement is im- 
paired , it is to be understood that the characteristic of diversity 
is not thus established." 

Outsider says : As (both) the characteristics — unity and diver- 
gUy — are not proved, now establish (first) the characteristic of 
existence. Inasmuch as each dharma is characterised by existence, 
it will be understood that the sense of the characteristic of exist- 
ence is proved. As the characteristic of existence is proved, it 
will be known that unity and diversity also are proved. 

(III) Insider says: You now establish existence, (but) there 
ought to be a cause (for it). If there is no cause , (and yet) 
you establish existence, 1 too,’" there being no cause, establish 
non-existence.’® 

Oul.sidcr says : My assertion establishes the existence of all 
dharmas. And how? Because they are directly perceived as each 
having the characteristic of, d^xistence . As for (a negative — vai - 
dharmya— ) instance, a sly-flower. As it is not characterised by 
the quality of an essence, it cannot be obtained; while a jar, 
cloth and other objects are perceived to have function. Therefore 
it should be known that all dharmas, are characterised by existence. 
It is owing to this cause that the sense of existence is accepted 
as proved." 

Insider says : (When) you establish existence, the cause of (that) 
existence is the characteristic of existence, or the cause of (that) 
existence is the characteristic of non-existence. Both these (posi- 
tions) are faulty. ’’’If it is on account of -the characteristic of be- 
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ing directly perceived, that the sense of existence is proved, then 
the characteristic of perception (itself) is existent and the exist- 
ence too is existent. This argument (yiikti) of two existences 
is mutually unproved. H (on the other hand) it is explained 
(through) non-existence as the cause, then the assertion is im- 
paired. (Thus,) inasmuch as neither e.\istence nor non-existence 
is the cause, the sense of existence is refuted. 

Outsider says : If you refute nn ..existence" (it means that) 
you then establish non-e.xi.stence. The sense of non-exislence be- 
ing obtained as established, existence becomes re-established. For 
example,’*’ wiien a man of the world eats and drinks, the pre- 
vious coarseness (of the food) is the reason of its being (at a 
particular time mentioned as) delicious. Therefore, (when) you 
refute „e.xistence“, you ought to be knowing that there is non- 
existence. 

(Ilia) Insider says; You establish non-existence. (But,) through 
which cause is it proved ? If you prove non-existence in the 
absence of cause, 1 too in the absence of cause prove e.xistence. 

Outsider says; How to know it ? (Well, it is known) on 
account of the characteristic of its essence of non-being. For 
example, the blazing at tlie time of heat (i. e. mirage — mar/cikfl — ). 
(Where) the characteristic of essence itself fails, liow much less 
is there the possibility of (even) a little quantity of water being 
obtainable On account of this reason , all dharrnas can be 
obtained as being characterised by the non-existence of any (the 
smallest) entity. Thus, f establish the .sense of non-existence as 
proved . 

Insider says: (When) you cause non-existence to be establi- 
shed, (it is done either) through existence as the caiase or 
non-existence’® as the cause . If it is 'said that non-existence is 
is the cause, merely an assertion is thefe.”* If it be said that 
existence is the cause, then the assertion is undermined. (Thus,) 
if (according to) you there is non-existence, non-existence too. 
is n’ot proved:. 

Outsider says : All dharmas have a cause . ( When ) you re - 
toe (thus both) existence and non-existence, the sense is then 
not. right. Wherefore? — Because (things) like mud, thread, fine 
reed etc. exist. (Thus, it is) known that the dharmas all of 
them have a cause.®’’ 

(IV) Insider says: Cause does not exist. You say that 
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because tlie cause exists, they exist. (But,) what is cause is then 
non-existent. If in the mud there are previously the jar (etc.), 
the mud, grass, thread etc. are all not the causes. And why? — 
Because in the (so-called) causes they exist previously . If they 
do not exist previously in the causes, there is still no cause. As 
for instance, in the sand there being no oil, sand is not the cause 

of oil.“‘^ If it is said that they also exist and also do not exist ^ 

. the sense is still not proved. Wherefore? — Because of a double 
error.'*^^ And again, neither the existent is born nor the non-exist- 
ent is horn. If witliout cause there is birth, what at all is the 

funclicm of a cause ? (On the other hand,) if there is a cause 

for birth , then the assertion is undermined . You said before, that 
the dharmas are all born of a cause: there the thing is not right. 

Outsider says : Because the existence of a jar, cloth and so 
on, having function , is evident, therefore it is known, that all 
dharmas are born of a cause. (This) is proved because of non- 
relativity ( anapeksawet) (between cause and effect).^® 

(V) Insider says : You say, there is effect, therefore there is 
cause. The sense of it (however) is not proved. And why? — 
Because there is relativity (or „mutual form"). If you' say, there 
is cause because the effect is seen to have function, the effect is 
(then,’ itself) the cause. If the effect is the cause, then there is 
no effect. And because there is no effect, therefore there is no 
cause. Thus, cause and effect are both annihilated. If it is said 
that it is born from causes*-’ like mind (buddhi), God (/^vara) 
time, space and so on, then these (too) are relative causes. And 
then, these are dharmas, subjected to existence (sa/Ksk/ta) and, 
being sawsk/ta, non-cternal. (Thus,) if God, time, space exist 
through relativity, then no cause is proved. 

Outsider says : What I say is the real truth, construed and 
thus explained by all for-sner sages. This doctrine is certain and 
absolutely invariable.*^® 

(VI) You say that the doctrine is such. This is no right ex- 
planation. What I teach is different from your doctrine. What in 
your doctrine is, (that) then in my doctrine is not; and what in 
my doctrine is, in your doctrine is not. And why ? -—Because, 
you say „my doctrine is such". If your doctrine is such, then it 
remains only by itself. (When it is) explained as „being by itself", 
there is no logic. If there is no logic, then there is nothing to 
be known. If there is anything to be known, then explain the 



distinctive cause. If. there being no distinctive cause, it is said 
that tlie doctrine is such, iiien, it is without method . 

Outsider says ; It is our family -doctrine (kuladharina). 

(VII) You say ..our family-doctrine". (But then,'! the doctrine 
is not proved. Your doctrine is not by itself proved (svata/r siddha). 
Now, how is it possible to prove a doctrine ? There is absolute- 
ly nothing (hat can be proved, when a cause is wanting. If the 
doctrine is to su'^sist by ibeif, then there is no proper logic.® 

Outsider says : Tiie non-existing tliuirmas are not born from 
a cause : as the born of a iiaie. (lie hair of a tonoisc, the son 
of a barren woman, a sky-flower and other non-e.\isting dharmas 
like these can be absolutely not obtained as being born through 
a cause. A.s it is seen that lor pressing out oil sesamum is sought 
for, it is not that one dharnui, as the cause, can give birth 
to many dharmas. Thus, each thing has its cause. — As mud 
can make a pot, ami i.s not the cause of a cloth; and thread 
can make a cloth, and is not the cause of a pot. St)ughl in this 
manner, the remaining dharma,s too are such .-•* 

(VIll) Insider says ; You say. cause can give birth . (But) cause 
cannot give birth . This causality has either to be proved or has 
to be refuted. 11 cau.se is proved, it i.s proved for you as well 
as for me; if cause is refuted, it is refuted for me as well 
as for you. And wliich is the example fur it? It i.s like fire which 
can burn things. It burns you as well as it burns me. If in this 
place it is hot, in that place also it is eijually so. And again, to 
make the meaning clear: .,lf you .say there i.s cau.se, and prove it, 
it is proved for you, as well as it is proved for lue". — even if cause 
has something to give birth to , the causality is nut proved for both; 
(e. g.)you establish that the sound-dliarma is eternal and, making 
a statement, explain It. Through whi^’h^cause ? — That it has no 
body (amiirtatva) is the cause. And usitig which instance ? — The 
sky is the instance . The sky having no body, is eternal . Thus the 
slo-called sound is made eternal . Now, there is a different teaching 
calling sound eternal. Why? — Because sound i.s an ai-tificiai thing 
(krtakadharma) : tlierefore not eternal. According to which ex^ 
ample? — The example of a pot. A pot is constructed out of 
causes like mud, wheel, rope, hurjian endeavour, water etc. Inas-^ 
much as an instrumental cause (ktfrajmhctn) gives birth, the pot 
is not eternal. Similarly, sound, inasmuch as it is born of a num- 
ber of causes — lips, teeth , throat, tongue,’'*' — also not eternal.. 
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(Thus,) it is not that both tiie causes can. have, anything to p,rove 
You say? it is the real truth and that its meaning is proved.; A 
reasoning docs not hciaanc established, when an empty cause is 

non-sensically expiained. •’'You explain a ^yao-shih“ (pratijwa — 
'isscrtionV (Bui novv.) when there is ,,yao“, there is no „shih“, and 
at the iiiue tiicre is „shili“, there is no ,yao“. As both letters are 
not toneth-er, the „vao-s!iih“ is frustrated. Thus, when the cause - 
dhanna is not yci i'lcin, it does not act as a cause; and when there 
is t'xiituTiof! (nirodluP, there also is no cause. As, when a son is 
not voi i'orn, he is iin; caricd ..i.fCing born“; and when there is 
ccss;'ition (nir<Hl!'.;! of die process of birth, then), too, there is no 
hirilt. t ietice, tliere is no eanse . 

( Uiisidcr says ; Ahhoiigh yt.ni have roduled cause and effect, 
inasnuiel! as I e\|dain iitat there is a soul (fftiTia-dharn:a) , cause 
and effect tue tigain proved. 

(IX' lusitlcr savs : You say there is an fitnia-dharma. What is 
its nalurt r If it considered that knowing consciousness is the 
</tman, then the ksiouing consciousness is not eternal, it is known 
that kiutwledge of [tni begins to arise, when there is known to be a 
cessation of the knowledge of cloth, if (on the other hand ) the 
kisowing- cnsciousncss is no! the rdnian, then the rdinan is with- 
out knowledge, if the (/hnan is \vith(»iit knowledge, (hen there is 
no misery and ha]>pincss"-‘. As (he f/linan is such, there is then 
no characierislic of an essence. If it is said that, because the ct- 
nian is united wi:h knowledge, (he wlinan has knowledge (then, 
in that easel, because krcAvledge i.s united with the atinan, know- 
Icrlge, too, is not knowledge. 

"outsider says ; There A an /dniaii . And why? — Because, 
things tike pot.' doth etc. are what belongs to the fftman . It 
sht.Mild be recogui.scd HuU •'here Is an r/tnian . 

(XllnsiiUT says; ‘•Not so.f because of the error in unity. 
As a I'oi is no' diftereut iroin its e.'.istence and oneness, there is a 
iiniiy. t Now,' if a pot be not pot then, inasmuch as the exist- 
ence iuu! the oneness nuisl alsii be that pot, theic aic many 
puts, if ton the other hand) the e.Kistence and the onencsis are 
not the pot. then there is no putH 

Oufsida r sa\s ; Tliere is an error because of ( maintain'"f ) 
the unity of existence, pot, and oneness. I now establish diver- 
sity, I’lecimse it avoids the error ‘m unity A* 

' (XI) Insider says; You teach diversity : then there is non- 
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existence. Because the pot is without existence, there is no pot. 
As ior instance, a .Bhiksu'*’'^ is different and a Brahmajja is differ- 
ent and it is known that a Bhiksu - Brahmawa is non-existent . 
3‘'1{ the pot is different from its existence, then it does not exist. 
As the sword and the sheath can be seen existing separately, 
pot, existence and oneness ought also to be seen separately. 
(But) now, as the difference between the existence and the oneness 
is not possible to be seen, the sense of diversity is not proved. 

Outsider says : Although unity and diversity are (;:oth) over- 
thrown , through direct perception it is seen that there is a pot; 
for example, a sky-flower, because it does not exist, cannot be 
seen. A pot is seen through direct perception, therefore it should 
be known that the pot exists . 

(Xll) Insider says : (No 1 ft is) not seen^^l y\nd why is it not 
seen? — (Because,) when you say it is seen through direct per- 
ception, it is seen either by the eye or by consciousness (vij/ra - 
na). If it is seen by the eye, a dead man, having eyes, ought to 
be able to see too . If consciousness sees, a blind man, having 
consciousness, would see too. If eye'"*' and consciousness each 
separately does not see, being united together also they do not 
see; for example, one blind man cannot see and a number of 
blind men also cannot see. 

Outsider says : There i s the pot, and the pot is there be- 
cause the visual appearance ( rwpa ) is there . 

(XIlI) Insider says : When you say „Because rupa. is there 
therefore the pot is there", the rupa and the pot are either one 
or different. If the pot and rwpa are one, when the other r«pas 
are seen, the pot also ought to be seen. If rupa be different 
from the pot, the pot cannot be visible'^®, then there is no pot. 
If because of its being seen it is (considered) to be a pot, (then,) 
when the pot stays in a place obstructed (from vision) and the 
eye does not see it, the pot would be no pot. If rapa and pot 
are one, when the pot is destroyed, (all) the remaining rapas too 
would get destroyed. 

Outsider says : (According) to me, dharmas are neither born 
nor destroyed ; hence neither vision nor non-vision is destroyed . 
Why?— Because, according to me, dharmas exist eternally. The 
effect exists (already), extremely subtle and imperceptible, in the 
cause. Because of its previous existence it afterwards attains 
grossness; ®®therefore it is known that there is cause and effect. 
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(XIV) Insider s;iys : If it exists previously, no agency is 
necessary; thus, if the ciod of earth is (already) the pot, no 
potter is necessary; or if the thread is already cloth, no weaver 
is necessary , inasnuicii as a pot and cloth wait for their be- 
ing accomplished through able workmen, it is known that in 
the cause there is no effect. If in the cause there be already the 
effect, then no future dharnia exists. If there is no future dharma, 
then there is no birth and destruction. '^^'There being no birth 
and destruction, there is also no good and evil. There being no 
good and evil, there is also no agency, action, sin, merit, fruit- 
(andf-retribution . In this way, then, all dharmas become non- 
existent. And again, if in the cause there exists previously the 
effect extremely sulhlc, there beiiig no grossness, then this 
grossnes.s, being previnusly non-existent, becomes afterwards 
existent. There is then birth and destruction in contradiction to 
your previous cxphunuion . .Again, if the extremely subtle exists 
previously, then there is no birth-(j<zti f-dharma . inasmuch as 
there is no jf'ti-dharrna, the tiirce times'" are annihilated. The 
three times being non-existent, it would be known that all 
dharmas too arc non-i'xistent. if in the cause there is previously 
tlie effect, in tlie milk tiicrc should already be cream. If it is 
said tliat iieing pieviously non-exLstent it exists afterwards, it 
wmild be muK'rslond thai there is an effected (krtaka) dharma. 
Therefore, if al! dharmas exist previously in the cause, no agency 
becomes needed 

Oiiisiiler says ; If it is a mistake (to hold) that in the cause 
the effect [srcviously exists, it is iimv to be explained that, being 
previously non-cxissent ict (lie cause, the effect is born after - 
wanls. The iiou-e.xislem e of birth and destruction being thus 
avoided, there is no t'rror-. ’\s (here is birth and destruction , it 
is also exisiem a"d also ■nuu-exislcnt. 

(XV ) hisitier sa}s ; .Xs the non-exislencc of birth and the 
existence of luifh arc md at the same lime, if the pot is already 
existent in (he clod of earlh, it ought to be accomplished without 
the need of a wheel, rope and inunan endeavour etc.; if it is not 
existent, it is like the hair of a tortoise which is impossible to be 
spun and woven and nuule to have function . Therefore, neither 
as existent nor as non-cxisteiit has it birth. Again, you accept a 
body either a.s being born by itself or born from something else. 
Both (jmsitious, huwrwer.) are erroneous, if it is born l)y itself, 
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what is the use oi a birth in that case ? Thus, as being born by 
itself there exists no body . If now it is not: born by itself, how 
can it be born from something else ? If it is said that it is born 
by itself as well as from something else, (thus put) together too 
it is erroneous. Thus all dhartnas are without birth. 

Outsider says : If there is no body, there slioukl not be the 
existence of birth, duration and destruction, the three character- 
ises' of wind is subjected m existence (sawskr, a) . H there is a 

sawskAa, then there 'is an asae;sk/1a ti. e. what is not subjected 
to existence). Inasmuch as tlte sawskrta and the asamskna are 
proved, all dharmas too are proved . 

(XVI) Insider says : The sawsk/ta-tihannas do not exist. (As 
regards what ) you say about the three characteristics.^ they are 
either born in a series or born contemporaneously, if they are 
born in a series, there is an error; if coniemporaneously, there 
too is an error. H born in a .series, at the time of birth there is 
neither duration nor destruction; at the time of duration there is 
neither birtli nor destruction; at the time of iicNtruction there is 
neither birth nor duration. Therefore, tlieir origination in a series 
cannot be obtained. And moreover, if birth has duration, birth 
as itself would have no essentia! existence. (Tiumi what is it that 
stays on in duration ? !l the essence of birth it.seli is non-existent, 
how could duration be existent ? (Thus > if theix' i.s no birth, there 
is no duration : it is a non-exisiing dharma like the son of a 
barren wunian. If birth and durati-m as cxisu-ut are what is 
suppressed by duration, .since birth and duration are nmi-existcnt, 
what is it that destruction can suppress > it is likt* destroying 
the horn of a hair (where) ^destroying" is an emptv name. 

’'Hdiitsidcr (agreeing.) says : As you say, liirih, duration and 
destruction (utp(/dasthitihha«gr///) in a scries arc mexplicabkv'A 
characteristic of the sa/wskrUi is hke a .second head and a third 
hand which is impossible to he ul>laincd : the three cliauuten- 
stic.s too cannot he obtained (in a serit's). 

■'■>( Insider proceeding says; ) If the three c!ianu1en.s(ics are 
said to be there contemporaneously, siill tlicy are not oiitainable. 
And why? — (Because) if in birth there is desinictioti. then birth 
is no birth. If in destruction there is birth, dnin destruction is no 
destruction. There is a .similar refutation if in duration 
there i.s birth and destnictiuii. The chartidcristics of birth 
and destruction being mutually contradictory, Imw can they be 
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contemporaneous ? Therefore, origination of the three characteri- 
stics in a series cannot be obtained, nor can it be obtained as 
contemporaneous. Again, when you speak of the three characteri- 
stics, are they so on account of being sa/wskrta or on account 
of being asawsk/ta? If being sawsk/ta, then birth is sawskrta 
and ought to have the tliree characteristics. The same (applies) 
to duration and destruction. Of such characteristics then there is 
a regressus ad infinitum (anavasthw). If there is anavasthrz of the 
characteristics, you t)ug!it not to say that the sawskrta-dharmas 
alone have the three characteristics. Your assertion is thus impair- 
ed. Ift cn the otlier hand, they are characterised by the asa/ws- 
krta, (then") how can a sawsk/ta-characteristic be characterised by 
the asa/Hsk/ta? 

Outsider says : If you do not wish to have it characterised 
as sawsk/ta, them it must be made to be characterised as asa/KS- 
kda. Why? — Because the asawskrta pervades all places and 
is non-spatial. Therefore it ought to he made to be characterised 
by ti e asawskrta.'"' 

(XVil) Insider says; (Your) asawsk/ta is spatial. Now ! ask 
you : ilie ether (wk^rya) — do you consider it to be spatial or do 
you consider it to be non-spatial? If ether be spatial, it must stay 
within the limits of your body, and it must stay also within the 
limits of that (otheO body. [1 it is so, then it has parts, and 
having parts it has limits. II (on the other hand) you say (that) 
ether is non-spatial, eitlmr your body i)crmeatcs the ether or the 
ether permeates jour bmly. If (now) the ether permeates your 
body, your body (too) permeates the ether: thus it has limits. As 
a pot, cloth, blanket ( kamhala) etc. — because of their having 
limits -- are non-eternal, ether, too, being such, is non-eternal. 
Moreover, an eternal eausg'*caii produce an eternal effect. If the 
cause is mm-eternai, luriv can the effect be eternal? For instance, 
through the clod ol earth is produced the pot. Because the clod 
of earth is nut eternal, Ihe pot also is not eternal — it is called 
non-cternai, because it is spatial. Again, when you call some- 
thing efonial, it is eternal citlier because it has a cause or be- 
caus'e it has tm cause, Both those (positions, however) are erro- 
neous. if (von ) saj' that being born front a cause it is eternal, 
then (there are) objects like a pot, clollt etc. which, although 
born frttui a cause are .still all non-eternal. If (you say that) dhar- 



14 


V, Gokhaie ; 


mas bom without any cause are eternal, 1 too (can say that) dhar- 
mas born without any cause are non-eternal. 11 (according to you) 
the dharmas being born without cause must be eternal, it may be 
either for the sake of logical reasoning or for the sake of a teaching 
through party-prejudice. Thus, it is now necessary to distinctly 

clarify and explain the cause of it. ... 

Outsider says; Cause is of two kinds : (viz. ) instrumental 
cause (kffra/ra-hetu) and manifesting cause (vya«jaka-hetu). What 
is born through an instrumental cause is not eternal; as for 
example pot, doth and otiier iiiiug^^. They are non-eternal be- 
cause they are born from instrumental causes. Dharmas bom 
through a manifesting cause (on the other hand} are eternal. For 
example a lamp can illuminate objects'^ lying in darkness, where 
the objects arc seen when darkness is ilispelled. Ihey are 
not artificial things (k;taka-dharma), therefore tlic-y are eternal 
Thus, what is born from instrumental cause is not eternal, and 
what’ is born through manifesting camse is eternal. 

Insider says; (But, now) objects like pot etc. are directly 
nerceived, therefore they are existent; the asa«/sk/ta is not direct- 
ly perceived, therefore it is non-existent. Why? - It is a non- 
existent dharma, because the asa/«sk;ia is characterised by non- 
essence. (Thereiore) renouncing existence and renouncing non- 
pxistence — when botii are renounced — it is possible to cut 
(at the root oil the soui-thenry gmua-dw/i) am! then to obtdn 
he Kmana. As it is said in the S«ira:.Thus the knower of ob- 
jects sees that all dharmas are void. Because consciousness (vi- 
««na) is without (anything that can be} the thought- 

ionsciousness (citta-vijffffna) is suppressed, thus the seed (bija) 

is suppresse^ {{ sa//isk/ta-dliarmas are characterised by 

taw is ttarc rcali.yf- 

(XVIU) Insider says: It is lika a.dream. Ail dharmas as 
wordlv reality ( »aukika-saty a ) are like a dream, (which is) neither 
reallv existent nor non-existent, nor without a cause, biimlarly, ttie 
dharmas of the worldly reality Itave neither the characterishc of 
existence, nor of non-existence, nor are they without cause. A house, 
for instance, if U be characterised by any essence, would bevisi- 

bie (even) when it is not yet built H (it is) said that it is non-e^s- 

tent it should not be seen as made.'**' H is fancied ( conventronaily ) 
hat owing to beams, rafters and foundation-walls there is the 
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accomplishment of a function. (Thus) it is not that it is without a 
cause. Therefore, all dharmas are neither existent, nor non-existent, 
nor without cause. Thus,(it is) like a dream. 

Outsider says: If all dharmas are like a dream,®® when one 
(whether) in old, young or middle age, has to take a pot, why 
does one not take a cloth etc.? — and also at the time of taking 
a cloth why does one not take a pot etc.? Now, it is seen that 
one takes the pot and not the remaining objects. (Thus) in as 
much as the names are fixed, it should be known that all 
dharmas are not like a dream. 

fXlX) insider says: The name is not the essence. If name 
be the essence, when there is the name of a pot, there ought 
to be its function of containing milk, cream etc.®* When a wise 
man of the world says only „pot“ and the mere name have al- 
ready function, then no work on the part of the potter should 
be necessary, nor buying off of the pot for a price. As the body 
has three (kinds of) names : either masculine, feminine or neuter 
(lit. neither muse, nor feni.), if body is a name, (it would) then 
be a bundle of all the three.®® H a name is sought for (the pur- 
pose of) dcnorninaiion, (hen all three must not be so included. 
Therefore name and essence are different And again, as npot" is 
a sound whicli can be iieard, and has a form (rapa) which can 
be seen — and the smell and the the toucli of the pot are simi- 
larly ohtainctl -- tlicre are, thus, many pots. Moreover, a pot has 
a mouth, a throat, a bcittoin and a belly — this means that it is 
not one: so ag:un. thert: would be many pots. Thus, according 
to this imcsiigatioii (par/k.srt), name (nr/raa) and letter (aksara) 
arc conventional. It should be known that they are not real. As 
the verse spoken by Buddha : «The world (laukika) is of conven- 
tional (parikalpitaf names, Ji»e characteristic of which is like a mi- 
rage. The sound of speech is just like a reverberation.®® Thus, the 
characteristics of the world are like a dream". 

Oiit.sider says: Although yon refute in various ways that 
dharmas are cxi.stcnt, vvlicn you speak of existent dharmas, you 
undermine your own statement. (On the other hand) if it is said 
that they arc ni>n-exisu;nt, how can non-existence be refuted? 

Insider says; „Your dharmas have the characteristic of an 
essence. According to me, then, this is to be refuted. If from the 
first, there is no essence e.xisting, then 1 have notliing to refute. 
(Thus) it is Saul:®** 
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1) Great men are characterised by equanimity. (Their) heait 
is without having love and attachment ( ra'gflbhinive 9 a ) and also 
without not-love (viraga), because it is absolutely without any re- 
sort. When all becomes characterised by an essence, then there is 
both desire and destruction of desire. • 

2) By achieving an indestructible faith, one relinquishes all 
false doctrines (drs/i). Having dispelled the net of false doctrines, 
the mass of weeds is absolutely extirpated aud it is possible to 
avoid the three poisonous thorns (visa-ka«^aka) and to exert one- 
self in the cultivation of the right path. 

3) When one examines well a doctrine like this, a feeling of 
faith and reverence is profoundly originated. The faithful heart 
seeks for the true dharma, without any intention towards the 
three existences and not taking (either) to non-existence (or) 
existence , the way to calm extinction ( 9 r?nta-nirodha) is realised. 


(TEXTy^^ 


1. All dharmas are not a unity. 2. Similarly is dharma not 
diverse. 3. How is there the characteristic of existence ? 4. Causa- 
lity, then, is without essence. 5. It is not so. (They) exist through 
relativity. 6. (That) by themselves the dharmas are there is not 
right. 7. Your doctrine is not proved. 8, Like this, there is no 
functioning cause. 9. You ought to explain the nature of the es- 
sence. iO. (If it is) unity, then tliere i.s error. II. If diversity,*''^ 
then there is no essence. 12. The five affections (of the senses) do 
not receive the objects. 13. The visible (r«pa-dharma) being simply 
word and letter, what is seen also ha|; no essence. 14. Because 
of ( previous ) existence, an agency ('tvpulcl ) not be necessary. 
15. Those dharmas do not have birth. 16. The sawskrta-dharmas 
are essenceless. 17. Like this, also spatial, 18. All is not different 
from being like a dream, 19. Characterisation also is without ha- 
ving distinction. 

This is the Aksara<jataka spoken by Deva, 
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APPENDIX I - NOTES. 


1) This is the title of the work jn Sanskrit acc- rding to (be Tibetan 
transliteration of it given in the headline of that version. In B. Naniio's Cata- 
logue (No. 1264) it is given as ^atuksaraf i?stra. Even a tentative reconstruc- 
tion in Sanskrit ot the main text, tvhich in Tib. precedes and in Chin. foK 
tows the commentary upon it, will suffice to show the appropriateness oi 
the title {See Note 60 below). 

2) The Tib. attributes the authorship of both the main text and the 
commentary to some NaEgarrjuna. Sec Introduction p. 2 above. 

3) the doctrines mainly of the Sankhyas and the Vai§esikas are here 
referred to, a refutation of which follows hereafter. 

4) On modern interpretations of terms like „dharma**, nSamskrta** etc. 
consult 0. Rosenberg : Problems of Buddhist Philosophy (German transla- 
tion, Heidelberg 1924) Chap. VI. XIV. 

5) The foregoing two paragraphs (the fust of which consists of a verse 
of four feet of seven characters each in Chinese) do not occur in the Tibe- 
tan version which, Instead, begins thus : ^ n Everything has the essentiality 
of everything (else) (sarvam sarvatmakam)** of those who, cither one or 
two or many, make such an assertion, even though it is not proved through 
a cause, it is proved in the absence of causality. In this case. „that the as- 
sertion wBverything has the essentiality of everything" is through a cause 
because it is as good as existing" is the cause. Where is the example ? — 
(The answer is,) it is like a pot, cloth etc. As«su pot, cloth etc, are themsel- 
ves the means of arriving at similarity with the'" existence of all dharmas, 
there Is the desired proof for the unity of all dharmas." 

6) Tlie names of the opponents : the Sonlthyas and the Val^esikas do 
not occur in the Tibetan version. 

7) Tib. ..In both cases there is an error. If the character of unity is (al- 

ready) there, that cannot serve as a cause to this, inasmuch as it is not dil- 
fereat freun ttte aksettton (pral^/ra). It; on Tito other hand, there is (ffirsf) di- 
yeralty, then the asserRou ^ damaged, because It is contradictory to 
the : 

Vll 2. 1 ft See note 6 above, 
are; ah^t Tibetan verstom 
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10) T.E. reads shihy ^are**, instead of Sh.E, yen^ nSay^. 

11) Tib. presents here, as in the foregoing argtrment against unity (see 
note 7 above) a twofold refutation, based on the two fallacies of Sadhyasa- 
ma and Pratij/iahani ; thus; — „there, too, if the difference of characteristics 
be the cause ( of diversity ), then the cause becomes similar to the conclu- 
sion. What is similar to the conclusion does not serve as a cause, because 
it is not different from the assertion. On the other hand, if a diversity of 
characteristics is there, then the assertion is impaired.** 

12) Sh.E. erroneously „/er instead of T.E. ^yu wo**. 

13) Tib. adds; „Or, if the assertion of the existence ofdharmasis owing 
to a cause, then it is necessary to express it.** Cf. Catu/f9ataka, ed. Vaidya, 
verse 391. 

14) The Tib. version according to N.E. and P.E. reads „de/ti phyir daos 
po rnams yod pa ma yin no** where the negative ^ma** is evidently a mis- 
take. 

16) Tib. after this more briefly thus: „If the characteristic of existence 
(be the cause), it would be sadhyasama ; if, on the other hand, it be other than 
the characteristic of existence, then there would be pratijwhani. Therefore 
the characteristic of existence is not proved.** 

16) The following example appears in Tib. more explicitly thus ; „As lor 

example, when a speaker says »I have to-day enjoyed a nice meal** there is 
an evident presumption of „not*nice** in virtue of connotation of sense ( ar- 
thasflmarthyat).** . 

17) Tib. adds: ^Similarly, in cloth etc. the existence of whatever is seen 
outside of the parts like thread etc. is not to be obtained.** 

18) Tib. has ^characteristic of non-existence.** Cf. note 15 above. 

19) Tib. says : „it is stftdhyasama.** 

20) Tib. concisely thus : nHere a cause of bhtzvas like mud, thread, fine 
rope etc. is not barred out, therefore bhavas are not (scU. without a cause).** 

21) The Tib. version drops this example of sand and oil. 

22) Tib. after this ; ^ Because in that case that which is exists, and that 
which is not does not exist ; also because the possible existence of both in 
one is contradictory. What is existent its characteristic being upheld — 
cannot be non-existent. Even therefore they have no cause. Of those, too , 
which are through causelessness, there is no cause [a negative ma is mis- 
sing in all xylographs}, becau^lhey are proved through causelessness. As 
soon as it is said that they^aire proved through causelessness, the assertion 
df them becomes annihilated ; there is no difference between the meaning 
of a cause { F.E. adds here >,an instrumental cause** ], and evidence. Thus, 
what has been said to the effect that „the dharmas exist because of the 
existence of a cause** does not hold good.** 

23) Tib. ^However, the cause — on the sirehgth of the refutation of art 
effect (offered) in refuting cause — and the effect, both are to be accepted. 
Dharmas are all proved because they are well established.** 

24) The preceding part of the argument in Tib. - wYou say both are 
proved. U is not so. Why? Because of relativity (apeksanaty The cause- 
nesa of the cause and the elfectness of the effect are circumstanced (paty- 
npaear-) through their relativity to the effect and the cause respectively 
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V. riokhal* • 


foreg^oing argument cf. Mn^Jhy .lu/r., cd. Bibl.Buddh., VH I ,3 ,31,33 etc, 

46) Tliis argument of the Outsider appears in Tib. thus : ^inasmuch as the 
sawskrta is refuted, when the asa/;iskrtj becomes asserted, then through that 
assertion the sa/z^skrta becomes established. All is seen to exist in pairs : pain 
and happiness, dharma and adharma, cold and hot. Similarly there are sa/wskrta 
and asawskrta. Therefore when the asaz/rskrta is proved, both are proved. The 
asawskria is albpervadmg, eternal and spaceless.^ 

47) Tib. begins the explanation tlius : „N(>w if the atman, atom, rzka^a^lme, 

space etc. have all-pervasiveness, then the question is, whether your fltman“ 
etc. And instead of akaca it takes r/tman as the subject of the following ar- 
gument. Towards the ciid of the argument *the answer to the second alter- 
native appears in Tib- thus : „in that case, too, indeterminaieness would re- 
sult, because the causeless things: de^a, kr/la or svabhava are indetermina- 
te. There would also b< a non-existence of all dharmas as in tht case of a 
son of a bar cii cic. 

48) For „vya;ijakn-hetu** see L. tie La Vailee Poussin: Th6orie des dou- 
ze causes, p. 55 ; (^ata ;<7bira, trans. Tucci, Chap. iX p. 77. 

49) For the M/rdhyamika conception of Novr/zza see Slcherbatsky : The 
Conception of Buddhist Nii\(7;/a, Leningrad 19:7, p.48, p.lSSff, 

50) Cf. Caiu/iyUtaka, trans. Vatdyu, v. 350. See n. 32 above. Tib. quotes 
in verse: „Knowledge without the bisis ( d its contents) cannot act. VijhSna 
being suppressed, the seed of existence bacomes suppressed, while no sawskrta 
dharmas exist." 

51) Tib. „Then the bhnivas have bhr/vatva.*‘ 

52) Tib. adds : „If it has the characteristic of both, then the perception 
of both being destroyed, both would be unperceived. 

53) Tib. adds : „Then it could never be instructed through dharmas by 
Indicating their names." 

54) Tib, thus: Jf name be the thing itself, then if one uliers „pot", one 
would take and drink the honey md \vat 2 • o it of the i wo syllnbies jaksara, scil. 
gha/a, „pot“I themselves. This however does not occur. Ther. fore the name 
is different and the thing in itself is different.’' 

55) Tib. aflir this : „ — Why? Because of the teaching that when it is 
said „deha/t“ it is masculine, whei „tanu/t" it is feminine, and when „ 9 ar/ram" 
it is neutbr. Having three genders it becomes applicable to everything ani- 
mate and inanimate. Thus if name be the essence, there would be three in 
one. Therefore in one person there are the the female and the neuter, 
which too is undesirable. Therefore name is not '"the essence, inasmuch as 
the name is received by the ear, the pot by the eye and so on. Again, if 
name be the pot, then because of the many names „gha/a", „kumbha% 

Ia9a“ etc. there would be a multitude of dharmas. Thus in every way cor- 
rected, the name is not the thing itself. It is said by the Bhagavat: • • • " 

56) A verse of four feet in Tib. seems to correspond with the first fhree 
net of the Chinese version* 

57) Tib, : i, That which is refuted — is it without its specific nature or not? 
K H has its own nature, the assertion is falsified. If it has none, it cannot 
be refuted because of the absence of a specific nature. 

58) Gi Catu/^^ataka, trans. Vaidya, y. 400 ; „Die Mittlero Lehre^ nach 
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dei tib. Version ubertragen, by M.Walleser, IV 8-9, p. 27. Tib. offers a corr es- 
ponding thesis in the main text and explains that the existence of the rcfuter, 
the refatation and the refutable, either contemporaneous or m a series, is 
impossible. T leir orighntion is like that of the horns of a cattler 

59) In the Chinese version there are eighteen feet of vers: as i prelude 

to the main text which follows upon it. They have been here translated in 
three paragraphs under the presumption that they represent three verses in 
the original. The Tib. version gives only one verse of four feet corresponding 
closely to th 3 first six feet in the Chinese one. G^ Madh.vrtti, Bibl.Buddh. 
p.48.5 ; 143.10 ff. The rest of the prelude is absent in Tib. which finishes the» 
commentary with u is snid“. Of. also Habtab^zla,JRAS.l918, p,286 f. 

60) The main text on which the foiegoing is a commentary is translated 
in Chinese in twenty feet of 'voisc (each containing five ideographs) and in- 
cludes nineteen themes for argument. Theme No XIII is tn.iislaied in two 
feet, the rest in one foot each. In the Tib. version the text appears thus: I. Things 
do not exist as a unity. II. Similar is (the case with) diversity. III. Existence is 
to be proved. Ilia Non-existence, too, is to be proved. (A corresponding sepa- 
rate thesis f dls in the Chin, version). IV. There is no causation, V. Not so, be- 
cause of relativity. VI. It does not existwhen butdesired. VII. (As) a key-word it is 
unproved. Vlll. „gtan“ and „tshigs“ (corresponding to the two ak^aras of the 
word nhetu^* — cause) are meaningless. IX. The nature of it ought to be explai- 
ned. X. In unity there is an error. XI. In diversity things would be non-exis- 
tent. XII. It cannot be grasped (by the senses). XIII. A bh^va is not seen. 
XIV. There is no existence as result (satk^rya). XV. There is no birth in 
both (i.e. existence and non-existence of the effect). XVI. There is nothing con- 
structed isawskrta). XVII, It is merely spatial. XVIII. It is like a dream. XIX. 
Name is not essence. XX. It is like what is to be proved. (This last thesis 
fails in Chinese. See note 58 above).* 

Tne Chin, oolopho i given in the Inst Ine consists of two feet in verse. 
The Tib, version attributes the authorship of both text and commentary to 
N/ygarjuna (see Introduction p.l ff. above). The Tib. translation is made by 
Bande-kiim^ra of the city of Kashmir and afterwards revised by Pandit Ananta 
and Lo-tsha-ba Orags-/;byor. Gf. Sarat Chandra Das, Indian Pandits in Tibet, 
where Afianta, the Kashmirian Pandit, is spoken of as an interpreter of „AcSi- 
rya Bodbisattva** or Cantirak.<?ita, 705-762A.D. See Forword to Tattvasa/«- 
graha, Baroda, 1926. 

61) The character „erh“ is,^A'idenlly a misprint for — diversity. 


*The Tib. version of the twenty theses may be tentatively reconstructed 
in Sanskrit in the following three verses in ^dryni-mctre: 

1. Bhfiva naikatvam* bhinnatvam apt tathaiva*- sadhyam a^^itvam^ } 

Sadhyo 'bhSvo na heUttvan-* n^pek.sa;?an-^ II 

2 . Sa/wketo ’siddho^ *narthe he-td** prakrtir [atra] vaktavya^ j 

Ekatve ’nyatve ^bhavo^^ dh^rawam a^akyamiJ^ II 

3. Bhlivo r(ipan-na ^3 satkSryam^^ ajStis tayor^^ na krtakatvami^^ | 

Digm6tra/«^7 svapnasamaw*® na n^ma bhSva 9 ^^^ [ca[ sadhyasamam^o p 



APPENDIX P. - INDEX OF SANSKRIT WORDS. 
The nuniheis refi.r lo pag;es. 


ak^ara 15 

pratijna 4, 9 

anapek^a/fSt 7 

bija 14 

anavasth^ 13 

buddh i 7 

abhinive9a 16 

brahma//a 1 

amwrtatva 8 

bhang-a 12 

artha 4 

bhikv^u 10 

asawskria 12, 13, 14 

mancika 6 

aka^a 13 

yukti 6 

atman 9 

! aga i 6 

atma-drs/i 4, 14 

r£ipa 10, 15, 16 

atma»dliarma 9 

laukika 14, 15 

i9vara 7 

iaukika-satya !4 

utp&da 12 

\{;n:ina, 10,* 14 

kambaia 13 

virag:a ;6 

k&tana-hetu 8, 14 

vi5a-ka/?/aka 16 

kuladharma 8 

\ aidharmya 5 

krlaka-dharma 8,11, 14 

Vai9c\9}ka 4, 5 

citta-vijn^na 14 

vyanjaka-helu 14 

jati-dhatma U 

9 anta-nirodha 16 

drsii 16 

9 astra 4 

dharma 4ff . 

sa//fsk;ta 7,12 ff., 61 

ndnia 15 

Sd//fkliya 4 

nuodha9 

sdtra 14 

nirv^wa U 

stbiti 12 

parikalpita 15 

svata^ siddlia 8 

partk^ili 15 

svalak.$a//a 4 


CORRECTIONS. 

P.3, 1.IO jeai J.R.A.S.8. — P.3, (.22 r. Vi^^abhSratJ. — P.S,I.5 r. — 
P.5, 1.20 r. I now. — P.8, 1.4 Put S7 on the tast word of the line. — P.10, 
1.20 Delete sr. — P.13, 1.20 Put « on the word ,spalial“. - P.14,1.34 r. 
laukika. — P.16, l.lSff. for t to 19 r. 1 — XIX. 



ZUR ERRICHTUNG EINES INSTITUTS 
FUR BUDDHISMUS - FORSCHUNG. 


Die wissenschattliche Erforschung des Buddhismus ist ver- 
haltnisnuiBig jungen Datums. Es bedurfte langwieriger Vorarbei- 
ten auf den einzeliu.n Gebieten der buddhistischen Uberlieferung 
— es seieri nur Wassiljew, Burnouf, Schiefner genannt — urn 
aiicli nur einmal die hervorragende Bedeutung der Fali-Literatur 
fiir das Verstandnis des jiltesten Buddhismus zu wiirdigen, eine 
Einsicht, die sich scit den achtziger Jahren des vorigen Jahrhun 
derts immer entscheidender durchsefzte und heutzutage wohl als 
allgemein anerkannt betrachtet werden kann. Dieser unbestritte- 
nen historisehen Vorrangstellung des Pali gegenuber nwcht sich 
mehr und mchr die Anerkennung der weltanschaulichen Bedeu- 
tung des spateren, sogen. Mahcy^/na-Buddhismus geltend, die 
sich zuiuiclist in ihrcr entscheidenden Beeinflussung der . philo- 
sophischen Entvvicklung in Indien, spiiterhin auch in den von 
Indien abiiiingigen Kulturgebieten auswiikte. Der primitive Bud- 
dhismus, wenn auch in seinen Prinzipien durchaus noch nicht 
crsduipfeiul gedcutet, bietet sich heute als ein Konglomerat sehr 
verschiedenartiger Elementc dar, die zum Teil wenig zu einander 
passen und die zu einem System vereinigt zu haben eine her- 
vorragendc Geslaltimgskrait voraussetzt, die man den urspriing- 
lichcn Scluipfcrn des Buddhismus sicher nicht versagen wird. 
Rationalisiert wurde dieses System aber eigentlich erst durch 
den Voriaulcr oder, wohj^^osser, Begrimder des Mahfly«na, Na- 
garjuna, der in seincit negativistischen Werken den Gedanken 
der allgemeinen Leerheit (yr/nyate) entwickelte, welcher in man- 
nigfacher Abwandlung und Schatticrung die Grundlage fiir die 
ctwa von Christi Geburt ab mafigebende „nord"-buddhistische 
negativistische Oder nihiiistische Geisteshaltung abgeben sollte, 
die bis auf ihre gegenwiirtig noch lebenskraftigen letzten Aus- 
liiufer in Japan und Tibet fiir die Welt- und Lebensanschauung 
von Millionen im ostlichen und centralen Asien maBgebend ge- 
wordeu ist. 



DaS diese kulturgeschichtliche und wissenschaftliche Bedeu- 
tung des Mahflyana-Bitddhismus eine besondere Beachtung ver- 
dient und Gegenstand eines intensiveren Studiums sein sollte, 
ist denn aqch in den letzten Jahren nicht nur von japanischer, 
direkt beteiligter Seite ziim Ausdruck gebracht worden. Es sei 
hier nur an die Darlegungen erinnert, die der deutsche Botschaf- 
ter in Japan Dr, VV. Solf diescr Frage in einem in Tokio gehal- 
tenen Vortrag gewidmet hat (Young East I. p. 334). Wenn aber 
diese Forderung in so nachdriicklicher Wcise geltend gemacht 
wird, so geschieht dies nicht immer ausschlicBlich von dem Ge- 
sichtspunkt der reinen Wissenschaftlichkeit aus. Viclinehr rech- 
nen gerade solche, w'elche den Mahayona-Buddhismus aus eigener 
Anschauung und Erfahrung in japan kcnnen gelernt haben, gerne 
mit der Moglichkeit einer gewissen Befruditung unsercr eigenen 
Kultur, und diese Moglichkeit ware natiirlich auch sofort gegeben, 
wenn sich bei einer genaueren Kenntnis desselben herausstellen 
sollte, da8 er wirklich Momente in sich cnthiilt, die in deni occi- 
dentalischen Denken und Fiihlen entweder ubcrhaupt nicht, Oder 
doch nur verhaltnismtiBig schwach entvvickelt sind, sodaG aus der 
intensiveren Pflege gerade soleher, uns selbst von Hause aus 
mehr oder weniger fernlicgender Oeistesriehtungen in einer uns 
ganz neu- und fremdartig anmutenden Kultur wie etwa der japa- 
nischen sich vielleicht eine ahnliche geistige Anregung ergcben 
konnte, wie sie sich schon seit liingerer Zeit in kiinstlerischer Hin- 
sicht geltend gemacht hat. 

Man braucht also noch lange nicht Anliiinger oder Liebliaber 
irgendwelcher exotischer Kulturmoniente zu sein, um dere" ge- 
nauere Erforschung fiir wiinschenswert zu halten ; man konnte 
vielmehr geradezu umgekehrt meinen, da6 der Schutz der eige- 
nen Kultur vor Uberfreradung cine genaue Kenntnis etwaiger lur 
sie bestehender Gefahren gcboten ere^heinen liiBt. Lctzten Endes 
miiBte aber jedes andere, als eben das rein w'isscnschaftliche 
Interesse ausscheiden, nnd diese Notwendigkeit einer rein wissen- 
schaftlichen, d. h. zunachst konstatierenden BeschSftigung mit dem 
gegebenen Objekt — ini vorliegenden Falle mit der buddhisti- 
schen Geisteskultur in ihrem ganzen raumlichen und zeitiichen 
Umiange — legt es nahe, diejenige Form fiir die gestellte Aui- 
gabe zu wahlen, die ihr allein angemessen ist, und diese ist die 
des Fbrscjiungsinstituts. Saramlung und Rohverarbeitung des Ma- 
terials ist der unmittelbare Zweck, aiti dem sich dann eine weifere 



Auseinandersetzung auibaiien kann und 'wird. Man wird aber ge- 
rade; diese zwei griindlegenden Aufgaben nicht dem Zufall" oder 
dcrLaune iibeiiassen wollen, wenn man bedeokt, daS das Material, 
wei'io aiich dem Ursprung und Geiste nach durchaus einheitiich, 
’■ vlie ferschiedenartigsten Sprachen und Literaturen zersplittert ist, 
d;dc?n abgesehen von den urspriinglichen indischen Bestandteilen 
;iindesten noch die chinesische und tibetische Ubersetzungs- 

; 'Lir in volleni Unifange herangezogen warden mu6. Die Auf- 
g'd,*: d :;)en cinmai derartig kompliziert, da6 sie schon aus phy- 
sischcn Griinden von einern einzelnen Arbeiter iiberhaupt nicht 
bewaltigt werden kann. Setzt doch schon die wissenschaftlich exak- 
te Beschaftigung niit einer einzelnen der in Betracht kommenden 
Literaturen abgesehen von der Sprachbeherrschung schon eine er- 
hebliche Vertraulheit mit dem Geiste des Buddhismus voraus, wie 
er in seiner geschichtlichen Entwicklung entgegentriti Also nur 
einheitliche Zusamraenarbeit von Spezialisten laSt eine befriedi- 
gende Erfullung oder doch Annaherung an das Ideal einer ada- 
qiiaten Forschungsarbeit erwarten, und so bietet sich denn als 
natilrlichstes Organ von selbst ein Institut dar, in welcheni die 
einschlagige Literatiir in ihren verschiedenen Verzweigungen 
von Fachleuten in einer gemeinsamen Organisation und unter 
einer gemeinsamen, wenn auch weitzugigen Direktive nach phb 
iologischen Methoden bearbeitet wird. 

Dieses Bediirfnis hat denn auch schon in den letzten Jahren 
sicli an disparaten Punkten geltend gemacht und hat zu einer Rei- 
he von Institutionen gefiihrt, die der sldzzierten Auigabe zu eot" 
sprechen bestimmt ist, so in Tokio ( Prof. S. Ldvy ), Peking (Prof. v. 
Stael-Holstein), Leningrad (Proi Stcherbatsky). Das sollte nun aber 
doch nicht abhalten, dieser brennenden und hochaktuellen Frage 
der Errichtung eines biiddhologischen Forschungsinstitutes auch 
in Deutschland naher zu treten. Es ist eine alte Tradition der deut- 
schen Wissenscliaft, Flilr-erin auf alien Gebieten zu sein, und wenn 
diese Fiihrerschaft auch nicht rnehr mit derselben Selbstverstand- 
iichkeit gesichert erscheint, wie es in finanziell giinstigeren Zeiten 
der Fall war, so bringt doch auch das heutige verarmte Deutsch- 
land fur die Wissenschaft enorme Opfer, vor allem durch die groB- 
ziigige Unterstutzung der „Notgemeinschaft iUr deutsche Wissen-* 
;U!id.,der'' ,,,Kaiser-Wi!helms-Oesellsch fiir Forschungsin- 
stitiite'V sodaS/ man; sich. wohl fragen. dart, . ob es nicht an.. .der 
Zeil ist, die mafSgebenden Instanzen . au! eine wissenschaftliche 
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Aufgabe hinzuweisen, der man auch eine weltpolitische und fur 
das kulturelle Ansehen Deutschlands belangreiche Bedeutung 
nicht wohl absprechen kann — eben die Auseinandersetzung mit 
den geistigen Faktoren, welche fiir das Leben der asiatischen Vol- 
ker auch heute noch maBgebend sind. Wenn so aber eine vdllig 
befriedigende Lbsung des hier gestellten Problems wohl nur durch 
ein mit liberalen Mitteln ausgestattetes Forschungsinstitut in gro- 
fierem AusmaSe zu erhoffen ist, so darf doch die am 15. Marz 
1928 in Heidelberg begriindete „Gesellschaft fiir Buddhismus- 
Kunde“ darauf hinweisen, daB sie die Forderung der buddhologi- 
schen Forschung nicht nur als eine wesentliche Aulgabe in ihr Pro- 
gramm aufgenommen hat, sondern die Errichtung eines Instituts, 
das diesem Ziele zu dienen in der Lage ist, unter Heranziehung 
der Fachbibliothek ihres Vorsitzenden eigentlich schon vollzogen 
hat. Da schon seit Jahren das Studium des Mahay«na-Buddhismus 
unter Beniitzung der indischen, chinesischen und tibetischen Quel- 
len sich in Heidelberg einer besonderen Pflege erfreut, war es ja 
schlieBiich bei dem Mangel jeder staatlichen Unterstiitzung nur ein 
Gebot der Selbsthilfe, wenn fiir die von dem normalen Universitats- 
studium etwas abliegenden Disziplinen eine besondcre Heimstatte 

in dem Institut geschalfen wurde. 

Die Deutsche Morgenliindische Gesellschaft faSte am 25. Aug. 
d.J. folgende Resolution : 

pAnlaBlich ihrer Jahresversammlung in Bonn 1928 weist 
„die D.M.O. aui die Bedeutung des Mah^ycna-Buddhismus fiir 
*das Verstandnis der indischen Kultur und hiermit der von In- 
„dten abhangigen Kulturen hin und halt die Errichtung eines 
„entsprechenden Forschungsinstituts fiir dringenc! vvi nf hcr.^- 
„wert. Sie nimmt davon Kenntnis, daB in Heidelberg eine Gc- 
nsellschaft {ur Buddhismus-Kunde begriindet worden ’st, v G- 
„che die gleichen Ziele verfolgK.und glaubt, eine finanziellc 
„ Unterstiitzung der von ihr Sei^sichtigten Publikationcn 
^prinzipiell beiUrworten zu sollen.“ 

Nach dieser Anerkennung ihrer Ziele und Aufgaben glaubt die 
G.LB.K. auch in weiteren Kreiserr, vor allem bei den fiir die Orga- 
nisation der wissenschaftlichen Forschung maBgebenden Insianzen 
Unterstiitzung zu finden, Indem sie au! ihre posiliven Vorschlage 
2ur€rrichtnng eines fauddhblogischen Instituts in Heidelberg hin- 
weist 

Heidelberg, Dec. 1928. 


M , Walleser. 



